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Coast Guard Polar Security Cutter (Polar Icebreaker) Program
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This report provides backgroundei iPfodramatSiecmurandqg
(PSC) p+t b@Qoraasmt 'sGuwarodya aqmu ifroirng new Tghel #£rSCi cebr eak
program has received a tot al of $1,034.6 millior
throughTR¥2Cba'st pGopowmded FY2020 budget requests
procurement fundiam, fohi ¢thei PSE0DO oihr ¢ @r amver

management cost s

The issue for Congress i s tvhheemAhreir SSFErg2taipdmr ove, 1 ¢
procur e merndq U aighfdS fhagp r,o garnadm mor e generally, whett
rejemadi foy t he'socCweaphbhbGuaprdocuri ng neéaown gweéasgs i ceb
decisions on tiCoasisSueardof lud daeh igCeocas g & iiiudameadyt s ,
to perform its polar missions, and the U.S. shipfcg

For a brief discussGroamatoflLdlhbheAfCpaal GalEkerpna,r ad ee
CRS repoaagquwiasfietrgspmearpaolse cutter stAhot heheCRBast G
report provides an overview?of various issues I ¢
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The permanent tsthhe uCeads hpGiusaedyd) ddit—-e $ at e s

t hat ambhgnagshhee rCo a gte mplhaarsd“cdse kmaldlem,) est abl i sh, m
and epemwat h due regard to the requirements of n;:

icebreakingarn@aciéscuesfacilities for the promoti
high seas and waters subjectanutdheanpurtiesdi cti or
i nternational agreement s, dievebopakiesg aba cishi t ime
under, and over waters other than the high seas
St at.®s "

I n additionof Sehéei Bomé8éB&8hd)ISeRuUMPEHALYR A7 of 2002
Novemb20602Hme | aw that established the Depart men:
transferred the Coast Guard frewmetbefDepar thent
speamifsisd ons for(otheefomnsteGuadsdtblast ahet €Copast
mi ssjoinsdl udingi tbeopmé@sat oansf

1 CRS Report R4256TCoast Guard Cutter Procurement: Background and Issues for Congrg&onald O'Rourke
2 CRS Report R4115% hangesi the Arctic: Background and Issues for Congres®rdinated by Ronald O'Rourtke

314 U.S.C. 102(4) and 102(5), respectively. This statute was previously 14 U.S.C. 2; it was renumbered as 14 U.S.C.
102 by Section 103 of tHerank LoBiondo Coast Guard gworization Act of 201&S. 140P.L. 115282 of December
4, 2018). (Title I ofP.L. 115282 consisting of Sections 1024, specified a general reorganization of Title 14.)

4The 11 missions set forth in Section 888(a) are marine safety; search and rescue; aidstimnnévigg marine
resources (fisheries law enforcement); marine environmental protection; ice operations; ports, waterways and coastal
security; drug interdiction; migrant interdiction; defense readiness; other law enforcement.
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The Coast plarddmebrsebkpey hayeakiul ti nfitdhaiton cut
conducvtari ebypeo fthoaodmsatue tleoddleern i t udda hegada €tr s by
Guas dgeper pctustetle ISs . pol ar conduepedat nohsarge part

Guas dpol ar suwcmpPofetatklee sCoast Swatr dT breglodns §sB5ons.
pol ar recebmaeabkbe summarized as foll ows:

T conducti g and supporting scientific researc

n
g U.S. sovereignty Ui.mBrtelseenkrecti c by |
;

T defendin
i W.S. territbeinégwahbhpers in

T defendi ng ocetshesr ilh. .olianrt eregi ons,n i ncluding e
waters thheaUeSwiékhechusi ve economic zone ( EI

f monitoring sea traffic in the Arctic, i ncl udi
and

T conducting otGuearr dt ynpiiscsailonGGo a(sstuch as search a
enf orcement , and protection of marine resour
territorial wdters north of Al aska.

/| OOEUwp- OU0w) UU0w UEUPEAwW. xI UEUPOOU

The Coast |l @Gugedicebreakkeresalers craatl kealr ptoham Arcct
because they perform missions i rsupmihaht itohnealAr ct i ¢
Science Foundation (bM3HMH) prodsaeadahgti @antsii gint if e £ ainn
portion of elakSer pooplearratiicoenbsr.

Supporting NSF r efseau spdesrifoorm tmh enmgAn g hrcatl 8 €ido n
Operati on (DxDefppo Fbhreeazk t hs @aceh sortasheDu@gpl vy

Mc Mur do Stati on, the | angkeotlaBedApnpnatbei shoesgeaf
Sound near thtee ROsastl c@WPBrhd I, S thahtee sCtahsatn | Guar d

currently operati ofisage rhdksavtyhtehelt amhiminebpbakehe

sout hern hemibgph&riegstummern]ear Antarctica in ord
Mc Mur do Station. When RdlearmeStasaros ftish déematdelc&] t
in order to complete critical maintenance and pr
drpcé's bhack to Antarcticd® narndcrtmse ody dlhe rmapxe antus
thickness of the ice to be broken, t he annual M c
greatest icebreaking challenge hofreggl8enpobolyampoise
its own significant icebreakiThg Chastl m@dgaemsanf or |

5 Cutters are commissionébast Guard vessels greater than 65 feet in length.

6 For a list of the 11 missions, see footnétdhe two statutory missions not supported by polar ice operations are
illegal drug interdiction and undocumented migrant interdiction. (Department of Homeland Sé&wlatyicebreaking
Recapialization Project Mission Need Statement, Version dpproved by DHS June 28, 2013, p. 10.)

‘"This passage, beginning with “The roles of...,” originatedc
transferred by the Government Accountapiliifice (GAO) with minor changes @overnment Accountability

Office, Coast Guard[:]Efforts to Identify Arctic Requirements Are Ongoing, but More Communication about Agency

Planning Efforts Would Be Benefici@AO-10-870, September 2010, 53.

SNyxoLyno Cangemi, “Coast Guard | cebreaker Crew Completes ¢
Domain Depends [ si c] DJIDS (befepse Yisud mformaiion tDiattibutibraSyste@giobet

19, 2018.
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pol ar i Hde@fF wsplard,somesat odbnatstime in the Arctic
activities and performing other operations.

Al t hough diomiamrds kiehg scl i mate change, observers g
devel opment wil|l not eliminate the need for U.S.
i ncrease mission demandms nfi sfformEra m. c éE,v etnh evri & ha rt e ¢
signif-comaed arceas i n theni molodirMmenod gairo nisc,e acnodu ldd |
coming years to increased commerci al ship, crui s
as increased edk pdtohreart iroens rofaeraicaosi Vi itantnetsh d hat coul d
increased |l evels of supppopticblraml pot“aoceecwhtente
frreean actually stil . PChhaarvgei nsgo niec ea nooaumdi toifonscei n A

hae made the McMurdo resupply®mi ssion more chall

The Coast sGuat@eégy document for the Arctic regior
“The United States must have adequate Bsebreakin

fundament al understandi mMgndf‘ThaéNategoonmastd at sc
a strategic investment in icebreaking capabilit.y
| ot @ Fim.
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The opeU.as.i opncallar i cebreaking fleet currently co
Pol arn @malr one medi Hepadollmra ®daiethit e®tkiees Coast Guar
has a second heRolyarProlSeay Boakrveakagrsoukfensdadhbhyel
in June 2010 and has bPeoelnarn cBwahpeere aE@awad | s sl nicee t
1976 and 1978, respectively, and grarncwrwelcle be

l' i ves. The sCoRssitrages@@asource of &Sphae Pantrs for
operational

For additional background information on current
sefeppendi x A

11 gUPUI Ew- UOET UUwOIl w46206w/ OOEUW( ET EUI |
For background information on redppeadi RuBber s ¢

"OEUUwW&UEUEwW/ OOEUwW21 EVUUPUawW" U0UI Uwag/ 2

. YT UYDI P
The PSC program was i'sniREY2atled b uwud geite sCwhamits sGuarr ¢
the acquihsietei amwotheavy pol ar icebreakers, to be

9 For more on changes inettArctic due to diminishment of Arctic ice, SERS Report R4115% hanges in the Arctic:
Background and Issues for Congressordinated by Ronald O'Routke

10 National Research Counci®plar Icebreakersn a Changing World, An Assessment of U.S. Na&dshington,
2007, pp. 67, 14, 63.

11 United States Coast Guard Arctic Strategyashington, May 2013, p. 35; accessed May 24, 2013, at
http://www.uscg.miléeniorleadershiflOCSICG_Arctic_Strategy.pdf
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acquicfitipnto three new medium polar icebreakers
construction of the fi286Bhdewakheavy plofltar iseelbi e

/ UOT UEOW- EO]
ThRS@rogram was previously knoownr &hsa ntghiengp otlhaer i c

prodgg amame to the PSC program is intended to cal
pol ar i cebrae avkaerrise tpyeroffornm ssi ons jruesltati ng t o nat
i cebr BAalktimgugts inow called the PSC progr am, ma ny
C 0 nvenmaeyn cceofnd irmeufeer to it as the polar i cebreak:t
"OEUUuw BFHE( OUI TUEUI Ew/ UOT UEOQw. I 1 PET wep(/ . K

The PSC program i s nNaanvayg eldn theyg rad fCeodaessRt( 0GR M A ke
aim in estl®PWaisshiongperimét theprNawuyemenshédresti ps a:
with the Coast Guard so as to help the Coast Guce
procuP®Csg he

/ EUIl OOw#1 UPT Ow xxUOEEI

ThRSC program is using the parent design approac
based on sanl pesigkteiynupsiimmgi nt he parent design appro
schedul e, and technical risk in the PSC program
/ UOT UEOQWREIT 1T EUO

The PSC’'sprsocghreadwul e cal |l s f or -ndoentihv eirntnegr vt ahles ,t hate
of the tshifrd#dvYRO2bt, el YM2A0FY2026, respectivel y.

/ UBEUUI 01 6G0w" 600
The Coast Guard and Navy esti mat en@2®i pnotor 8 md ¢
mi | Paotdhe total esti mat ed -sphriopc uR SCadephrivougtroa$®? . @65 t h

bil These ifrnnglurdcke t hse cdolsidp;lr wislt d efrfu rgnoi vsehrendmeengtu i p me
(GFBmhjch is equig memat ftolre tchoev esrhnimpent pur chases

shi pbfuord diemcor por aatniglow eir mime ntha pa e@M@Wit t tios t s .
these figures,comwaadi pbet!l 6er the first ship |i:¢
optionshteosecond and third ships that, i f exerci
contract to $1,942.8 million (i.e., about $1.9 &
/| UOT UEQwW»UOEDOI

ThRSC prrogaeinv exd5 9mbeb Uipo® ciumf eemedritng t h8r,ough FY201
i ncl u3ddoiongmid$l I i on provsdeldi phuobdhnghacbtlaunpt (whi
DODs budget) and $59.6 millisn pprocwircend nt hracwc®h n

(which is part of the DBeDH&E]t mewndgeotf) .HoTmed am¥2 (Bleq

12See, forexamplBen Wer ner and Sam LaGrone, “Coast Guard Renames N
Cut t BWSN| NeWwsSeptember 27, 2018ee also Sydney J. Freediper J r . “With Funding In Peril,
Pushes |l cebreaker As *‘Polar Security Cutter,’” Breaking De
BSee, for exampl e, Calvin Biesecker, “Schultz Expects Firs:

Defense DailyMarch 29, 2019.
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opriat i oObisviAsd oRBRAL c6®f16February #&n 2019) pr

Apr

additional $6PIBErnoigirlaino nt hfrooru gidh g hec Coameé ntGuac ado u
including $20 million for the procurement of | or
i n the ThhreodPrSe&Cm.pr ogram has BHu$ meceéiwvweaed(a.tkot ala
billion) in procuremé&he Cuaett@@@@bdeUgFYE\Y)z@l%.U(
requests $35 million in procurement fameéing for

PSC praFgrr2a0g2o0v e r p me gma g € me nAs csohs@wshC-& h a
Coast 'sGUFarr2Zdd 19 budget submission had projected t
procur ementl df wredirregguvecsu ed for the PSC program i

For additional background inforAmpgermdi onCfundi ngc
" OOUUBEDE

On April 23, 20Ma&8yythet €EgrnateGh@rE@gCamr ©f ame f o
awarded ma | 871 Dfr. iFcheg e-it t mecontract for the detail
construction (DD&C) of the first PSLrdoowlAdedal t e
by Singapore Technologies (ST) Engineering. VT F
teams that compet e;d tftoe dthlee rDDt&€o chBoonldIdiemcgte m epor t

Shipyards of Lockport, Lohisilaganshi hdradpaphnar g
Fi ncaMariierret/toef Maarriindee,t t e, WI .

The first PSC is scheduled to begin constructd.i

DD&C contract includes fin®ncial incentives for
The DO&ERtract includes options for building the
exercised, the total wvalwue of the contract woul c
billion). The figures of $745i 9bwms |l de®ihs antdh &y, d
not include thduacmstshefd gagwe pmeeant ( GFE), which |
that the government purchases and then provides
ship, or gov-manmgaed&pPs.ogram

21T Dxw#1 UDT O
Figadslkrows a rendesi dgsbofnVAo Haptrdier PSEC19, press r
states t Hsatd eVsTh gHbeelatneormv ol uti on from a mature off

under consdommgdanyni.s Ther ki ng with Technol ogy Ass
desi"¥ner .

14 “MississippiShipyardGets $746MContract forlcebreaker Associated Pres#\pril 23, 2019.

See Naval Sea Systems Command, “Polar Security Cutter Con:
Capabilities,” April 23, 2019; Depart ment -03¢l19)samh ens e, “Con
LaGrone, “VT Hal tve rCdeasti n@u a roSNBNeivdApil 282260 19;rMarfa Armental,

“U.S. Orders First heavy Il cebreaking Vessel in Decades, as
23, 2019; “Mississippi Shi py aAssbciated Press, 8pril2%f 2019Cont ract for | c

16« 1 ¢ e b r Beterdse DailyApril 29, 20109.
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Figure 1.Rendering of VT Halter Design for PSC

Source: lllustrationac o mpanyi ng SHDATED GrHaltereMaring®to Build New Coast Guard

Icebreaker 6 US NI News, April 23, 2019, updated Amril 24, 2019
artistdés rendering of VT Hal t@uardRblarSeaurgysttenAiTiHalterng bi d f or
Marine image used with permissiord

~

( UUUI Uwi OUw" 6001 Ui UU
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One issue for Congress is whetheisFtr@028pprove, 1 €
procurememtqfues®iSCep pr.obdenami dering this issue, Co
consider, among other things, whet her the Coast
propoosidiagcht year in the program, and whether the
PSCs should bkedatedred or acce

As noted earlier, the $35 million in procurement

the PSC program for FY2029 F¥@m@upmegbamover tt
managemeAs shdwmC-EBme Coasst FGU2alrld9 budget submiss

projected that a total of $125 million in procur
program iAmddh M2 0.k 0 EY R @ hetnhwdftson diendpeygoadedh
$35 mieéfyuesued be used to purchase I ong | eadti me

and thjrdhP&8Esmight permit the Coast Guard to r e
PSCs thuyi ngpuras combi ned purchadsfAem Afprli L TMS5f or20mBl, t ip
report states:

The Coast Guard’'s fiscal year 2020 budget reques
icebreaker is insufficient for the purchase of ldegd time materials to maintain the

program schedule, Rep. Lou Correaalif.) said April 9th in his opening remarksaat

House Homeland Security Transportation and Maritime Security Subcommittee hearing

with the heads of the Coast Guard and Transportation Security Administration. Correa,

chairman of the subcommittee, was referring to the advance purchase of matetias for

Congressional Research Service 6



Coast Guard Polar Security Cutter (Polar Icebreaker) Program

second Polar Security Cutter (PSC). The Coast Guard is expected to award a contract for

the detailed design and construction of the first PSC within a month and already has the

funding. House staffers say the Coast Guard has told them it needs $i®® fovillong-

|l ead materials for the second” PSC or the ship

S S

"OOUUEEUwPDU! OEOD»OOOQWY WS HIU

Anot her potentiia$ wbewulkerforoCosgrassontract with
contract to.As qmudtrectt ¢ chéea lsidnd ipreReS G | parmoagiirdaran tf o &
acqubshipg using a co@GotasctGwartd aopde Napgn dfud i th e
idea of instead using a block buy contract to ac
this possibility as part oRPSC hertolgaqairavsats froerl eparscey
omMar ch 25ec2t0 1o8n FRrlalnok®f onmlkde Coast GoardfARO0OB8r{( za
14®. L.-283f5 December 4 ,r RaOreBnt pa wtvh adreist ypef or t he C
bl ock buywcbhteaonomlgc order gquafnrtanty baetQQ) pur c
pur chases) iorf ictosmpmaljemrt sacqui sition programs. Th
u.s.C. 1137.

Al t howumyh agt withsmoptiphge gewaes, fiotr mo mdr atneaxu arhor
contr,acatnidngt does not generate the kinds of sav
contr &otmparednt oacta wiltadc ko pbvby hado tr teedaiccte
goversméhexibility regarding whether and when t ¢
wha't design aondouiin dr etthuerrm troeeduce the combined a

covered byThdeNazwvnthastus sd tlol oeld ultey pa orcturr aante n t
Vi rgdlndsas attack submarinegdg taomdl( iCo nbarte Srhd gpen t( L
John LewiOs5)( TCACAGRS oddteirmat es that compared to co¢
options, usingtaab!l oanlc |l huye dc ectomaant ¢ or der quani
ugront batch purchases) ofh emaavtye rpioallaswoaindcde bcroenmapkoenr
reduce the combinedeeacghuiipd thy nuyhwiasetid socfm dtl hde %etghura
asavings oflbugpwdridoan.of $

Acongressional |l yNamtainadmaledAdad gmizdst 7o0f Sci ences,
Medi INIArSEEMe port on acqui sition andtopefralkl owi 0¢
(emphasis as in original)

7“1 cebr e ak eDeferGe® DaityAprilis 2019.
18 Stated more fully, from a congressional perspective, fodfiden using block buy contracting include the following
-- reduced congressional control over yeayear spending, and tying the hands of future Congresses;

-- reduced flexibility for making changes in Coast Guard acquisition programs in response to unforeseen changes
in strategic or budgetary circumstan¢etich can cause any needed funding reductions to fall more heavily on
acquisition programs not covered by multiyear contracts);

-- a potential need to shift funding from later fiscal years to earlier fiscal years to fund economic order quantity
(EOQ) puchases (i.e., ufront batch purchases) of components;

-- the risk of having to make penalty payments to shipbuilders if multiyear contracts need to be terminated due to
unavailability of funds needed to the continue the contracts; and

-- the risk that mairials and components purchased for ships to be acquired in future years might go to waste if
those ships are not eventually acquired.

19 SeeCRS Report R4190%4ultiyear Procurement (MYP) and Block Buy Qawting in Defense Acquisition:
Background and Issues for Congrelsg Ronald O'Rourke and Moshe Schwa@RS Report RL3374Navy Littoral
Combat Ship (LCS) Program: Background and Issues for Condrg$tonald O'RourkeandCRS Report R43546,
Navy John Lewis (TAQO5) Class Oiler Shipbuilding Program: Background and Issues for Condrg$%onald
O'Rourke
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3. Recommenation: USCG should follow an acquisition strategy that includes block
buy contracting with a fixed price incentive fee contract and take other measures to
ensure best value for investment of public funds.

Icebreaker design and construction costs can laglgldefined, and a fixed price incentive

fee construction contract is the most reliable mechanism for controlling costs for a program
of this complexity. This technique is widely used by the U.S. Navy. To help ensure best
long-term value, the criteria f@valuating shipyard proposals should incorporate explicitly
defined lifecycle cost metrics....

A block buy authority for this program will need to contain specific language for economic
order quantity purchases for materials, advanced design, and ctiostrativities. A

block buy contracting program with economic order quantity purchases enables series
construction, motivates competitive bidding, and allows for volume purchase and for the
timely acquisition of material with long lead times. It would ldeacontinuous production,

give the program the maximum benefit from the learning curve, and thus reduce labor hours
on subsequent vessels.

If advantage is taken of learning and quantity discounts available through the
recommended block buy contractiagquisition strategy, the average cost per heavy
icebreaker is approximately $791 million, on the basis of the acquisition of four’$hips.

Uw&UEUBRW @OEIUaWUEEY &EUT EOIT UU L
21 bXxEUDPOEDOI w EEOUOU
Anot her potenti al tihsexwaet tofi mrueCopm@rve 19 nigs awhd east
procur e mefndr M 8@epirnoggrraanng h’'ss hepbaviydi ng account , |
formally as the Shipbuilding and AoMavyer20 1lo8h Navy
GAO report st asb e s wkeHR,t talge e@areextt Ghat dweawrdmbbde
foll owing the estabiNiavlyme mitt egfr att ead P8 @Yt aGu arf d i
prog‘samte thas tbhatpaogram actions could be func
appr opsr,i aatnidon he source of the ®Aproptiadt ieams iwir
of ®3h0e0 mi |l pi oaupoé& methrBadpsuadi d gRISCG op rvwtageea m
povided through$t1tbe S CNI aooount FY201l7n, and anott
FY2018.

Al t hpouglii ding funding for CoastcGaeatreas shiomes t hr c
complexity in tracking and execuadandgcédnndanhgefar
guestion as to whether that facmadimsg twaul o fotNRaeryy
has beiem tuuBefdpradibragst s@Gu prsd ohtehagvoyl tamam cebr eaker s

9 Heaways fundEeabdatt pedD¥W)gh t he? SCN account
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i

20 National Academies of Sciences, Engimegrand MedicineDivision on Earth and Life Studies and Transportation
ResearchBoarlAc qui si ti on and Operation of Pol,hetter Repamtbmthe ak er s : Ful i
cover letter dated July 11, 2017, pp. 14, 15.

21 Government Accountdlity Office, Ho me | and Security Acquisitions[:] Leveragin
DHS6s Progress to | mp GAO/ILE33PSE rMayf 2018,ipo86.Manage ment

22The somewhat complicated funding history for the ship is as follows: The Coast Glargpr oposed FY1990 bud
requested $244 million for the acquisition of an icebreaker. The FY1990 DOD appropriatidhfa&Qq72P.L. 10t

1650f November 21, 1989) provided $329 million for the ship in the SCN account. (See pages 77 and 78 of H.Rept.

101-345 of November 13, 1989.) This figure was thetuced by $4.2 million by a sequester carried out under the

Balanced Budget And Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, also known as the GRairdmanHollings Act

(H.J.Res. 37/P.L. 99177 of December 12, 1985). Another $50 million was rescinded by the Dire Emergency
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T Thirhmwpdet he Copdadsd|l-cOudghs®@lopatr o(i beat s
about 67% wdr ¢ hpr doantesd under a Navy contract
fdrhe cons2btcthemboansl WAC® fFuWds and
prior yeexpbDODngobungdgi hge construction phase
conttrreectNavy exendiesed hfedtprb@eooem@le r ucti on
additional 1®®datSLTNu fiumg i hY .
Subsecti ons (Sa)c,t i(obn) FLY2220 to8f ( bt ghted 6 n a | Defense Auth

H. R. /P2a10nBhfi5Decembrprstiadte20hihe foll owing:
SEC. 122. Icebreaker vessel.
(a) Authority to procure one polatass heavycebreaker—

(1) IN GENERAL—There is authorized to be procured for the Coast Guard one polar
class heavy icebreaker vessel.

(2) CONDITION FOR OUTYEAR CONTRACT PAYMENTS—A contract entered into
under paragraph (1) shall provide that any obligation ofUh#ed States to make a
payment under the contract for a fiscal year after fiscal year 2018 is subject to the
availability of appropriations or funds for that purpose for such later fiscal year.

(b) Limitation on availability of funds for procurement oébreaker vessels:None of the

funds authorized to be appropriated by this Act or otherwise made available for the
Department of Defense for any fiscal year that are unobligated as of the date of the
enactment of this Act may be obligated or expended foptbcurement of an icebreaker
vessel other than the one petdass heavy icebreaker vessel authorized to be procured
under subsection (a)(1).

(c) Contracting authority—

(1) COAST GUARD—If funds are appropriated to the department in which the Coast
Guad is operating to carry out subsection (a)(1), the head of contracting activity for the
Coast Guard shall be responsible for contracting actions carried out using such funds.

(2) NAVY.—If funds are appropriated to the Department of Defense to carry out
sutsection (a)(1), the head of contracting activity for the Navy, Naval Sea Systems
Command shall be responsible for contracting actions carried out using such funds.

(3) INTERAGENCY ACQUISITION—Notwithstanding paragraphs (1) and (2), the head

of contractingactivity for the Coast Guard or head of contracting activity for the Navy,
Naval Sea Systems Command (as the case may be) may authorize interagency acquisitions
that are within the authority of such head of contracting actitity.

Supplemental Appropriations for Disaster Assistance, Food Stamps, UnemploymemnGatign Administration,

and Other Urgent Needs, and Transfers, and Reducing Funds Budgeted for Military Spending ActlafR.990 (
4404P.L. 10:3020f May 25, 1990). An additional $59 million for the ship was then appropriated in the FY1992 DOD
Appropriations Actl.R. 2521P.L. 102172 of November 26, 1991). Also, an additional $40.4 milliopiacurement
fundingfor the ship was provided through a series of annual appropriations in theGdoastr Adquisition,

Construction, and Improvemen#(&l ) account(as it was known prior to FY201&pm FY1988 through FY2001.

The resulting net funding for the ship was thus $374.2 million, of which $333.8 million, or 89.2%, was DOD funding,
and $40.4million, or 10.8%, was Coast Guapdocurement fundingSource: Undated Coast Guard information paper
provided to CRS by Coast Guard legislative liaison office, March 3, 2016.)

23 Source: Navy information paper dated August 15, 2017, provided to CRS lpyQOffise of Legislative Affairs on
August 23, 2017.

24 Section 122 also includes a subsection (d) that requires a GAO aspessing the cost of, and schedule for, the
procurement of new icebreaker
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egar di ng tSke cctoindre rldn2ike pdelpldritNoi embemMd.9R,. 2017)
8MPOL.9OKBMESEthees foll owi ng:

Icebreaker vessel (sec. 122)

R
2

The House bill contained provisions (sec. 122, 123, and 1012) that would authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to act as a general ageithé Secretary of the Department in which

the Coast Guard is operating and enter into a contract for icebreaker vessels; prohibit funds
for the Department of Defense from being used for the procurement of an icebreaker vessel;
and amend section 2218 @fe¢ 10, United States Code, to authorize funds associated with
the National Defense Sealift Fund for the construction of icebreaker vessels.

The Senate amendment contained a similar provision (sec. 1048).

The Senate recedes with an amendment that wouhbr@ze one polaclass heavy
icebreaker vessel, prohibit funds for the Department of Defense from being used for the
procurement of an icebreaker vessel other than this oneqatarheavy icebreaker vessel,
clarify contracting authorities, and requaeComptroller General report.

The conferees recognize the national importance of recapitalizing the U.S. icebreaker fleet
and the extraordinary circumstances that necessitated use of Department of Defense
funding to procure the first polalass heavy icekaker, as partially provided in the
Department of Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2017. Accordingly, the
conferees support the authorization of this icebreaker in this Act.

The conferees note the Undersecretary of Management in the Deparfritorheland
Security (DHS) serves as the Acquisition Decision Authority for the Polar Icebreaker
Program and that this program is governed in accordance with DHS Acquisition
Management Directive 1691 and Instruction 1621-001.

The conferees believe maaming clear lines of authority, responsibility, accountability,

and resources with the Secretary and Acquisition Decision Authority of the department in
which the U.S. Coast Guard is operating are essential to delivering icebreakers on cost and
schedule.

Accordingly, the conferees believe the Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security
and the Undersecretary of Management in the DHS should be the officials provided with
authorities and resources related to the Polar Icebreaker Program.

Therefore, theconferees expect subsequent icebreakers to be authorized by the
congressional committees with jurisdiction over the Coast Guard and funded using Coast
Guard appropriations. (Pages 7B&6)

31 El GG 1 EUOI OWEOEwW" OUUw1bUOwi OGuw/ 2"

Anot heralpotsemtei f or Congsrcehsesd ualpned c e & PESICt ebbBni cal
programSeptember 2018 GAO report on the PSC pr o

did not have a sound business case in March 2018, when it established the cost, schedule,
and erformance baselines for its heavy polar icebreaker acquisition program, because of
risks in four key areas:

Design.The Coast Guard set program baselines before conducting a preliminary design

review, which puts the program at risk of having an unstadsed, thereby increasing the

program’'s cost and schedule risks. Whil e setting

review 1is consistent wi t h DHS' s current acqui si

acquisition best pract i cnesdationBRHSdsdcurrenly GAO' s pri or
evaluating its policy to better align technical reviews and acquisition decisions.
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Technology.The Coast Guard intends to use proven technologies for the program, but did

not conduct a technology readiness assessment to detetien maturity of key

technologies prior to setting baselines. Coast Guard officials indicated such an assessment

was not necessary because the technologies the program plans to employ have been proven

on other icebreaker ships. However, according tofrestices, such technologies can still

pose risks when applied to a different program or operational environment, as in this case.

Wit hout such an assessment, the program’ s technic

Cost. The lifecycle cost estimate that informeche program’s $9.8 billion <co
substantially met GAO's best -gocumented,ands f or being
accurate, but only partially met best practices for being credible. The cost estimate did not

guantify the range of possible cestver the entire life of the program. As a result, the cost

estimate was not fully reliable and may underestimate the total funding needed for the

program.

ScheduleeThe Coast Guard's planned delivery dates wer
assessment ohgbuilding activities, but rather driven by the potential gap in icebreaking
capabilities once the Coast Gu a+tle’Peplaronl y oper at.

Star—reades the end of its service life...

GAO’" s analysis of s dipmidihggpegrdms fawhd tselicebpeakerf or ot her s
program’s estimated construction time of 3 years
is at risk of not delivering the icebreakers when promised and the potential gap in

icebreaking capabilities could widéh.
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25 Government Accountability OfficeCoast GuardAcquisitions[:] Polar Icebreaker Program Needs to Address Risks
before Committing ResourcegSA0-18-600, summary page.
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2. Recommendation: The United States Congress should fund the construction of four
polar icebreakers of common design that would be owned and operated by the United
States Coast Guard (USCG).

The current Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Mission Need Statement

contempl ates a combinati on of medi um and heavy
recommendation is for a single class of polar icebreaker with heavy icebreaking capability.

Proceeding witha single class means that only one design will be needed, which will

provide cost savings. The committee has found that the fourth heavy icebreaker could be

built for a lower cost than the leadiglof a medium icebreaker class....

The DHS MissionNeef8t at ement contempl ated a total fleet of
of two classes-three heavy and three medium icebreakers. Details appear in the High

Latitude Mission Analysis Report. The Mission Need Statement indicated that to fulfill its

statutory nissions, USCG required three heavy and three medium icebreakers; each vessel

would have a single crew and would homeport in
indicated that four heavy icebreakers will meet the statutory mission needs gap identified

by DHSfor the lowest cost.

4. Finding: In developing its independent concept designs and cost estimates, the
committee determined that the costs estimated by USCG for the heavy icebreaker are
reasonable. However, the committee believes that the costs of mediicebreakers
identified in the High Latitude Mission Analysis Report are significantly
underestimated...

Although USCG has not yet developed the operational requirements document for a
medium polar icebreaker, the committee was able to apply the knainnippl
characteristics of the USCG Cutter Healy to estimate the scope of work and cost of a similar
medium icebreaker. The committee estimates that adfirskass medium icebreaker will

cost approximately $786 million. The fourth ship of the heavy rester series is
estimated to cost $692 million. Designing a meditlass polar icebreaker in a second
shipyard would incur the estimated engineering, design, and planning costs of $126 million
and would forgo learning from the first three ships; the legrourve would be restarted

with the first medium design. Costs of building the fourth heavy icebreaker would be less
than the costs of designing and building a fostlass medium icebreaker.

6. Recommendation: USCG should ensure that the common policebreaker design
is scienceready and that one of the ships has full science capability.

Al four proposed shi psr ewnoduyl,d bwehideehs-iwginleld baes nfosrcei
effective when one of the four shipsnost likely the fourth-is made fully science

capable. Including science readiness in the common polar icebreaker design is the most

costef fective way of fulfilling both the USCG’'s pol
research polar icebreaker needs.... The incremental costs of @&sei@thg design for each

of the four ships ($10 million to $20 million per ship) and of full science capability for one

of the ships at the initial build (an additional $20 million to $30 million) are less than the

independent design and build cost of aidat®d research medium icebreaker.... In

briefings at its first meeting, the committee learned that the National Science Foundation

and other agencies do not have budgets to suppetimdlheavy icebreaker access or the

incremental cost of design, eviliough their science programs may require this capability.

Given the small incremental cost, the committee believes that the science capability cited

above should be included in the acquisition costs.

Scienceready design includes critical elements thatnecd be retrofitted costffectively

into an existing ship and that should be incorporated in the initial design and build. Among
these elements are structural supports, appropriate interior and exterior spaces, flexible
accommodation spaces that can erkhgy to 50 science personnel, a hull design that
accommodates multiple transducers and minimizes bubble sweep while optimizing

Congressional Research Service 12



Coast Guard Polar Security Cutter (Polar Icebreaker) Program

icebreaking capability, machinery arrangements and noise dampening to mitigate
interference with sonar transducers, and weigttsability latitudes to allow installation

of scientific equipment. Such a design will enable any of the ships to be retrofitted for full
science capability in the future, if necessary....

Within the time frame of the recommended build sequence, thedJJgitdes will require

a sciencecapable polar icebreaker to replace the science capabilitiesté¢aguponher
retirement. To fulfill this need, one of the heavy polar icebreakers would be procured at the
initial build with full science capability; thability to fulfill other USCG missions would

be retained. The ship would be outfitted with oceanographic overboarding equipment and
instrumentation and facilities comparable with those of modern oceanographic research
vessels. Some basic scientific cafifhisuch as hydrographic mapping sonar, should be
acquired at the time of the build of each ship so that environmental data that are essential
in fulfilling USCG polar missions can be collectéd.

I f pol i cymapkreorasu rdeeco e neow meedbuenalpet aor a third
pol ar icebreaker, the same general approach recc
foll-eawesdecond medium polar icebreakatdahd bhbitd
t he same common denéewy nheuasveyd pfoolrart hiec eebhrreeasek er s an
medi um pol ar icebreaker.

An Aprli2, 2018, phestofrkepwrhgstates

As the Coast Guard prepares to review industry bids for a new heavy polar icebreaker, the
service is keeping its options open foe right number and mix of polar icebreakers it will
need in the future, Adm. Paul Zukunft, fleen]jcommandant of the Coast Guard, said on
Wednesday [April 11].

The Coast Guard’'s program of record is for three
bu Zukunft said the “jury is stildl out” whether t
is aiming toward building three new heavy icebreakers, but it might make sense just to

keep building these ships, he told reporters at a Defense Writers Groupabraakf

Washington, D.C.

Zukunft said that “when you start | ooking at the
then you need to look at what is the economy of scale when you start building heavy
icebreakers, and would it be less expensive to continbieuté | d heavi es and not medi
He added that the heavy icebreakers provide more capability, and if the price is
“affordable” and in “the same range” as building
end up with one c¢class of heavy icebreakers.”

Building only one class of ships has a number of advantages in terms of maintenance, crew

familiarity, configuration management, and more, he said. A decision on what the future
icebreaker fleet wildl c oarsdut s.t baft itogtiadt s tsi lolnepr obab
that we want to keep op%4n going forward,” Zukunft

26 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and MediBivsion on Earth and Life Studies and Transportation
Research BoardAcquis t i on and Operation of Pol ar |lLeterRepertavktie r s : Ful fill
cover letter dated July 11, 2017, pp. 8.4

27Cal vi n BCoass@uartt leeaving Options Open For Future Polar Icebreaker Fleet Dgfense Daily
April 12, 2018. Ellipse as in original.
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While the Coast Guard considered various options to bridge this potential heavy icebreaker
gap, in a January 2017 study the Coast Guard reported that it was planning for a limited
service life extension of the Polar Star to keep it operdtiomd fiscal year 2025, at an

initial cost estimate of $75 million. However, the Coast Guard has not completed a formal
cost estimate for this effort and we have previously reported that the $7&nreiiimate

may be unrealistic.

T he Co a s tapital ineestrdentdlardor fiscal years 2€A@2 includes $60 million
of a planned $75 million for polar icebreaker sustainment, which officials reported as being
the rough estimate for the PQOpaseQuardofficia ™ s | i mited s

2%The September 25, 2017, GAO report on polar icebreakers s
documents,thP ol ar uSttedmuds service |ife wildl end between fiscal y e a
Accountability Office,Coast Guard: Status of Polar Icebreaking Fleet Capability and Recapitalization Gka@-17-

698R, September 25, 2017, p. 6.

29 SeeCRS Testimony TE1001Z0ast Guard Arctic Implementah Capabilities by Ronald O'Rourke

30 Regarding the first option, the Coast Guandaddition to the work done to extend the service lifeafr Starby

an additional 7 to 10 yearalsomitigated a polar icebreaking capacity gaphe 1970%y puting two of its older

Wind-class icebreakers through a vessel rehabilitation and modernization (VRAM) pré§esmMNational Research

Council, Polar Icebreakers in a Changing World: An Assessment of U.S. Needs, Washington, 2007, p. 55. See also
DonaldL.Gnney, “lcebreakers and the U. &ttp/Mvwasgmilistorg/r d, ” access
webcutterdtebreakers.asp

Regarding the second optiomeae 2005, the Natia Science Foundation (NSF) has occasionally chartered foreign
polar icebreakers-specifically, the Russian icebreaké&nssin andVladimir Ignatyuk and the Swedish icebreaker
Oden—to help perform icebreaking missions in polar wat@Regarding the chante of Krasin andOden seeNational
Research CounciRolar Icebreakers in a Changing World: An Assessment of U.S. N&adkington, 2007, pp. 6, 14,
63, 80, 97, 111, and U.S. Coast Guard Research & Development Center and ABS CoPRslétiigebreaker

Options, Paths Forward to Accomplish U.S. Coast Guard Missions and Contribute to Mission Critical National
Science Need#lay 17, 2011, pp. 9, 14.)
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stated that the $75 million rough es-timate is bas
10 year service life extension which was completed in fiscal year 2013. However, in July

2017 we reported that the Coast Guard has not completed a cost estinthis éffort,

and that the $75 million estimate may be unrealistic based on the assumptions the Coast

Guard used, such as continuing to use parts from the Polar Sea as has been done in previous

maintenance events.

A July 2018 GAOe wieqlglra st at es

The Coast Guard is planning a SLEP on the Polar Star to keep it operational until the first
and second new heavy polar icebreakers are delivered (planned for 2023 and 2025,
according to current acquisition plans) in order to bridge a potemghtional gap. This
approach would allow the Coast Guard to operate a minimum of two heavy icebreakers
once the first polar icebreaker is delivered. The approach would also provide the Coast
Guard with a seffescue capability-the ability for one icebrdar to rescue the other if it
became incapacitated while performing icebreaking operations.

The Coast Guard’s plan to conduct the Polar Star
level maintenance periods may not be feasible given the amount of maintaiready

required on the cutter. The Polar Star’s mission
years and reached a low point of 29 pereentll below the target of 41 percerfrom

October 2016 to September 2017. Based on mission capable datandeHis is mostly

due to additional time spent in degetel maintenance, which has increased in recent

years from about 6 months in 2015 to more than 8 months in 2017.

Additionally, the Polar Star has required extensions of about 3 months for its dmpual

dock periods-the period of time when a cutter is removed from the water so that

maintenance can be conducteith 2016 and 2017 to complete required maintenance

activities. These dry docks were originally planned to last betwel@ thonths and 4

montlks. These extensions also compressed the amount of time that the crew had to prepare

for its annual mission to Antarctica, which, according to members of the Polar Star crew,

placed a large stress on the crew, risked the quality of work, and reducedinatelihthe

crews’ planned rest and pemonthdepldymentrBageédr ati on f or
on our analysis, these delays and extensions are likely to continue as the cutter ages.
According to Coast Guard of fheconduttedduriighe Pol ar St a
the annual dry dock periods by adding an additional 1 or 2 months to the annual dry docks.

However, if the work is unable to be completed during this time frame, it could force the

Coast Guard to miss its commitment to conduct the dmiarctica mission. Coast Guard

maintenance officials stated that until the Polar Star completes the SLEP, its repairs will

likely continue to get more expensive and time consuming. We will continue to monitor

the Pol ar Star’ s Sletw & DHSprogramg.h our annual rev

As we found in July 2017, the Polar Star SLEP effort has a rough order cost estimate of

$75 million, which is based on the reactivation work completed in 2013.41 However, this

estimate may be unrealistic based on assumptions the Goasll used, such as that it

would continue to use parts from the Coast Guard’
Sea, whi ch has been inactive since 2010.42 The C
Pol ar St ar ' s —ie physical adndivre af theldutten, which includes the

hull structure, habitability, major equipment systems, and spare parts avaiakibity

completed in January 2018.43 The material assessment stated that many of the available

parts from the Polar Sea have already lreemoved and installed on the Polar Star. As a

result of the finite parts available from the Polar Sea, the Coast Guard may have to acquire

new parts for the Polar Star that could increase the $75 million SLEP estimate. The Polar

Star’' s r ec essmentwid formthe bakis t@determine which systems will be

31 Government Accountability OfficeCoast Guard: Status of Polar Icebreaking Fleet Capability and Recagstain
Plan, GAO-17-698R, September 25, 2017, pp. 3, 8.
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overhauled during the SLEP and for a more detailed cost estimate. The Coast Guard
expects the program to reach the obtain phase of the acquisition life cycle by December
2019, at which time th@olar Star could reach the end of its current useful service life
(currently projected to be between 2020 to 2023). This timeline contains risk that the Polar
Star could be rendered inoperable before the cutter is able to undergo &SLEP.

BOUT 1 Uw i xe E@di &0l EO1 U

YI UYDI b

The feasisheddandy ooff tthhee t wo—caohpatritoemnrs) (oountel.ipnrd dnaasbeo v
ot her | ewduleda kdeerpse n chi op b whaestvkmel adol e f or charter
of the year whesnn whwel ddnnded iStt at o perform desire
Ant afFotrie¢ gn pol ar icebreakers are used by their
and may not always be available for chartaar wher
i cebreaker were available for charter, the poter
depend on the cost of the charter, the ability c
and how these costs andoomapédbiekitteineds Rgdt mpear setr @i

St.ar
The Coast Guard stated in July 2016 that

NSF leased the icebreaker KRASIN from Russia from 2803, ODEN from the
Swedish government from 20@010, and VLADIMIR IGNATYUK from Russia in 2012

to support theMicMurdo resupply mission. All leases were time charters, and crews were
supplied with the leases. As a contingency measure, NSF obtained assurances of assistance
from other vessels in the area, such as the Chinese flagged [icebreaking] vessel XUE
LONG, inthe event they encountered difficulty. They also hired icebreaker captains with
previous McMurdo experience to supplement the crew. NSF acquired these leases through
a RFP process, and had no assurances that icebreakers would be available to perform the
mission, or what price would be quoted.

This process came with risks, as there was no way to gauge icebreaker availability until
NSF received responses to their RFP. Additionally, a forBaggged commercial or state
vessel can become unavailable for aety of environmental and political reasons. For
example, the Swedish government abruptly terminated their contract during the
spring/summer of 2011, and NSF was left without a platform to conduct its mission. NSF
requested support from CGC [Coast Guanttes] HEALY, but it was employed in the
Arctic. NSF ultimately leased the Russian icebreaker VLADIMIR IGNATYUK. After that
incident, NSF decided to utilize CGC POLAR STAR to support the McMurdo mission,
which it has been doing since 20°3.

D YIPIghOI Wi Ewi OUw+1 EUI

One ship that is being oafsf earned nftoerr il mesapseel gtro itcheeb
(Fi g@raeAr ctieacapbiolrati on sufgEposonsiChpuewnTehdef bg hor e
36flobobng ship was ordered in 2009, completed in
to support'stehatfocompaow ended) tedoéxpwomeg for oi
Sheélldeci sion to end t WRawthiaeMel olrete n asl duegnta.t i Tvhee usst

32 Government Accountability OfficeSoast Guard Acquisitions[:] Actions Needed to Address Longstanding Portfolio
Management Challenge&AO-18-454, July 2018, pp. 291.

33 Source: Email fronGuard Offce of Congressional Affair® CRS, July 8, 2016.
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modi fied to serve as a polar icebreaker, and it
interim pol ar i cebsroe abkeeern dftf ereepdo rftoerd | uws eh aasss adn
Canadian ¢&overnment

Figure 2. Aiviq

Source: 0Arctic Supply Vessel Aiigb accessed Se phttpd/whbvemascdatdcom/aBeBsdpply at
vessehiviql.html

The possi biAliivisg ard il retaesriing pol ar i cebreaker has
hearings about the Coast Guard. For example, at
capali biefioee the Coast Guard and Maritime trans,|
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, t he

REPRESENTATIVE DON YOUNG (continuing):

Have you looked at, Admiral, | know this has been an onglodttle with me and the Coast
Guard over the years, the other possibility of getting an ice breaker into the arena quicker
than having one constructed like leasing from another outfit? You know, I've been talking
about this a long time. Have you analyzbid again?

| know the last time we had a study, it was 1980. That's a long time ago. So is there a way
we can put metal on the water, especially for the new shipping through andrtighe
cruise ships, because that Healy is old-aits—have you lookedtahat at all?

ADMIRAL PAUL ZUKUNFT, [THEN-]COMMANDANT, U.S. COAST GUARD

We have. I n fact, one potenti al vendor , we
platform that has yet to complete ice trials. ¥Mge would not want to lease something

¥See f or MonreSparkslyein CarfadeshipbuildingControversy Marine Log March 18, 2016; Pierre
Lebl anc jof-theBh u@u tl c e b r e a kMantimeOgxerutivedanuary 2, 3018
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they can'lemonstrate its ability to actually operate in the ice-thhat Healy sees. Healy
was actually beset in ice for 36 hours last year, so it's not ice free up there, and that's a
medi um ice breaker. This particudyar platform does

But we would at least want to make sure that ice trials were completed. That we could

actually be a good steward of taxpayer dollars, so at least a platform that would meet our
requirements. So we’'ve had mrobaldlyinpMagand nt er acti ons,
the issue of ice trials is still on the table right nSw.

Later in the same hearing, the following exchanc
REPRESENATIVEDUNCAN HUNTER, CHAIRMAN:

Going back to Mr. Young's question. too, about leasing. Youysaid-y o u—yrceu’ r e

waitingfo—I '—sh ' m guessing money for ice trials. That's
ZUKUNFT:

No real dollars have been negotiated in any of this. So...

HUNTER:

Butin—inr e al t ea omg paying brugas? | mean whatvhat des it cost to do
ic e t rsigas|right? Youtre not going to hire more Coast Guardsmen to come-in and

andd o it . | s mfggarer-yosre-yotirh @ € ¢ kb fexed dSo what is the costte
to go do ice trials with the (inaudible)?
ZUKUNFT:

That would really be for #a..

HUNTER:

The ice—onceagain the only...

ZUKUNFT:

... vendor to decide.

HUNTER:

... existing U.S. made ice breaker in America.
ZUKUNFT:

Yeah. So this-this is a ship that is built with direct drive diesel. Ice breakers are typically
diesel electricywhich means the generators push the shaft, and they absorb that shock load
every time you collide with ice.

A reduction gear, fixed gear is going to thdhat gear box is going to absorb all that shock.
So if you're going to do ice trials, there's a likebid you might have to replace a reduction
gear. There might be real hidden costs of doing ice trials. So if I'm a vendor, | might want
to protect myself from some of that risk.

Now I'm not the vendor but those would be some of my thoughts of, OK, ieymaily
serious about this and | do ice trials and now I've just caused X number of dollars that | am
now going to have to fit. And oh, by the way, you're not going to lease it because it didn't
meet your requirements. | think those are some of the ifsaiese still have to negotiaté.

35 Source: Transcript of hearing.
36 Source: Transcript of hearing.
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AtaJune 14, d2hl &CoalkaarGurag d mi ssion needs and r
Coast Guaridiared TMansportation subcommittee of
InfrastructutbedeCbomhpwéa@agcarkchd:

REPRESENTATYE HUNTER (Chairman):

How do you plan or-on filling the capability gap until you get a heavy icebreaker, which
is 10 years at the least based on the best projections of Congress and everybody working
together? You still haven'nawered that one.

ADMIRAL MICHEL:

Well, right—the alternatives now, since we'll provide the answer to that, and it's probably
going to be either a rolling recapitalization of thelar Staror to try to bring—let Polar
Startaper off and then try to brirgolar Seaback on and bridge out to the new icebreaker.

es
t |

I do not know which one at this point, which path we would want to take. I'm not aware of
any other—we've looked out there for vessels to lease for heavy icebreaking capabilities.
There's nothing ouhere on planet earth that you can lease in the heavy icebreaking area.
So that's kind of where we are, sir.

HUNTER:

Was it the—the Finns that came into my office?
(UNKNOWN)

Mm-hmm.

HUNTER:

Can't remember whether we had the Norwegians or the Finmsan, they-have you—
you've obviously looked at that, right?

MICHEL.:

Yes. As a matter of fact+l traveled to Sweden and Finland...
HUNTER:

Yeah.

MICHEL.:

... and talked to them. And they do not have heavy icebreaking capability that will meet the
needs 8 in the FedBizOpps. As a matter of fact—when I'm talking FedBizOpps [l
mean] there's a technical package that the Coast Guard put out for our [new] heavy
icebreaker [i.e., the one that tBdamaAdministration wanédto begin building ir020].

It kind of lays out our basic requirements including the long pole in the tent which is the
icebreaking requirement, which is six foot minimum at three knots, desirablef@ight
minimum at three knots and then 21 feet backing and ramming.

When | talked to thehipbuilders over there, they said there is not a vessel like that that
currently exists that will meet those requirements inthethe FedBizOpps technical
package. So you'd have to build a vessel like that. And that's the type of vessel that we're
looking for3”

37 Transcript of hearing.
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Table 1. Summary of Congres sional Appropriations Action on
FY2030 Funding Request

(millions of dollars)

Polar icebreaker Request HAC SAC Conf.

New polar icebreaker

Coast Guard acquisition accoun 35
Navy shipbuilding account 0
Subtotal 35
Polar sustainment (service life extension of Polar Star )
Coast Guardacquisition account 15
Total 50

Source: Tabl e prepared by CRS, 20badgetsibmission énd HACtcomBiiteer dds FY 20
report, SAC chairmands r ecommen d2@ DHSAppropriatidns Ackgnd anat ory st
FY2@0DOD Appropriations Act joint explanatory statement fdd.J.Res. 3land committee and conference

reports on the FY2019 DOD appropriations a¢dAC is House Appropriations CommitteeSAC is Senate

Appropriations CommitteeConf. is conference agreement.
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This appendi x provides background information or
research ships

~ An

37 U1 ORU0 wk OBBEUE U] EOT UU
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Pol ar( WAGBO ) Porindcf WBE&B1%s,i st er ships built to the
(Fi gphdanki gARe weaedire the early 1970s as replac
icebreakers. Theyewersedesicgaaead fwer e30uilt by Lc
Shipbuilding of Seatt !l e, WA |, a division of Lockh
which exited the shipbuilding business in the | &
The ships are 399 f e&0t0 |fdnhgeaymend ndjyi ¢ fslearowes td o ut ]
power fnwlcipmwmmwrer ed i cebreakers, with a capability
thick at a speed of 3 knot s. BecauseinfUtBeir ic
parl hbeaey pol araddéebreakéonsa tnew of 134, each ¢
researchdeoplf é&. of

Pol arwaSt acrommi ssi oned into service ommoeaenuary 19

t han 1b0e yyoenadr Bigtismaleinyedr 3 6ebvewemwiuitf @l ectric mot
and ot he,rheéeprCobalsetmsGuard placed the s*hip in caret
Congress in FY2009 and F YP00 laOra pStoavre dedn f unhdfi ags ¢
for tgyedadOseptahe worlkdlwhicobtr aponut $57 million,
the ship was reactivtated on December 14, 2012.

Pol awaSe@ ommi ssioned into service onmdredruary 2.
t han 1b0e yyoenadr si t s o r i-ygeianra | sl eymviih@ € 6, dieftddh 8 OICoast Gua
completed a rehabilitat's oax peotjedtsdrmaitc e xltiefna etc
25, 2010, however, thPoCahatlieBwdrieéramndnawmwneadi nhiec
and twassavai l abbafffefThugaGabst Bobhaidnfeéaced

commi ssioned, inacti ve Tshtea tCwtarsa res@eattodbi enr madj,o0r2 0 1

38 The designation WAGB means Coast Guard icebreaker. More specifically, W means Coast Guard ship, A means
auxiliary, G means miscellaneous purpose, and B means icebreaker.

¥By comparison, the Coast Gud@sndw higghendaranceNattersaamuit4l8ecur i ty Cu!
feet long and displace roughly 4,000 tons.

40 Source for July 12006, date: U.S. Coast Guanail to CRS on February 22, 200Bh e Co a s d¢fficiéteranr d ’ s

for caretakes t at us is “In Commi ssion, Special.”

“1Ssee, for exampl e, Kyung M. Song, “ | CGesflegTer@Pexeambee 4| ar St ar G
2012.

2«1 cebreaker POLAR SEA SiGbastGuarckcampdy(Official@iogoétheTUrSoQodst e s |,

Guard), June 25, 201(Bee als6 USCG Cancel s Pol ar | ¢ PdfenseMelvecoriuse 25, a | | Depl oym
2010Andr ew C. Revkin, “America’ s He Dotfarth (blewbrorkeTanleehlpg Ar e Bot h

June 25, 2010.
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equi pmemal dmr 89 & rt oStfaafe o Il a lsa$tecatrur fPatna ser vi ce
conti nuRsl araslIs@sour ce PRIl srpaStearparts for

Figure A-1.Polar Star and Polar Sea
(Side by side in McMurdo Sound, Antarctica)

Source: Coast Guard photo accessed lattp://www.uscg.mipacareadgcpolarsedistory.aspon April 21, 2011.

~
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He al WAGBO(Fi gABevafsundaedt he early 19%PDbd aas Sa acomp |
anRliol ar &&epd was commi ssioned iThhto sdleupiviwaesby n Aug
Avondal e I ndustrinear &dlewhiOpVyamdsl otAtetdhat buil't
and Navy shepsent andp arhitbvedofairmegt on | nga(lHIsl I ndustr
subsequently wound down shipbuilding activities
buil ding ships.)

43 Source: October 17, 201dmail to CRS from Coast Guard Congressional Affairs affigetion 222 of the Coast

Guard and Maritime Transportation Act of 2012R. 2838P.L. 112213 0of December 20, 2012) prohibited the Coast

Guard from removing any part of Polar Sea and from transferring, relinquishing ownership of, dismantling, or

recycling the ship until it submitted a business case analysis of the options for and costs of reactivating the ship and

extending its service life to at least September 30, 2022, so as to maintain U.S. polar icebreaking capabilities and fulfill
theCoasGuard’s high | atitude mission needs, as idhenti fied in
business case analysis was submitted to Congress with a cover date of NovemberFir20@8: on the High

Latitude Study, seAppendix B.

Congressional Research Service 22



Coast Guard Polar Security Cutter (Polar Icebreaker) Program

Figure A-2.Polar Sea

B E S Ss —— Seso

Source: Coast Guard photo accessed lattp://www.uscg.mifacareadgcpolarseahgP SEApicSuIIShip2.jpgn

April 21, 2011.

Al t hough it is referred to (i nH&ail&ctplaalrdlgmmrce) a:c
t hRal aranBloama+~i Seas 420 feet | ong and displaces ¢
Pol aranBioaarHeadags | ess i cebrwhadkcihng sc awhaybiilti tiys r e
a medium poftarhéecebhanakerbheavwwtpadoare icaeglarbed k ary
supporting scientific research. The sHiIi B8 can br e
knots, and embark a scientific research staff of
2vi sitors). The ship i senusiefd cprriensaerairlcyh faonrd scuopnpdo
operations in the Arctic.
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Nat hani elwals.ui Pal rher t he NSF in 1992 by North Am
LACal IPad mer kbhogearfadre ®NBSdFi son Chouest Offshore (E
Gal |l i ganof, i romwntshatnd operates research ships and
shi*Pal mer 308 feet | ong and has haadicsrpevacoefmezn2t o
and can embar k a s“®liteanst ipfthnep dsdtea dndi sasfiso2nY gsithei p3 7 .o
conducting and supporting secapablidéeéiaf rleseakicmg iir
feet thick at whieeldsifofsBf kiakdi @it tcltomalu dgh otntse f o u
the vicinity of ssohtecodAstppkcyi aPmer nSuadti,on, a U.

“For more on ECO, shitg//wmwhchoudsi.comh’ s website at

45 Sources vary on the exact number of scientific staff that can be embarttezignip For some basic information on
the ship, seattp://www.nsf.govbd/loppkupporthathpalm.jsp

http://www.usap.gowesselScienceAndOperatiodstumentgirvnews_june03.pdfprvnews_june03.pdf
http:/nsf.govbd/iopplantarctireatypdf/plans0607L5plan07.pdf
http://www.nsf.gowpubs1996hsf9693fls.htm and

http://www.hazegray.org/orldnavusahsf.htm
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t he pehhessahhiap mi ght be ¢ onsinderceed nloggy sa pahri ci o esbsre
ship with enough icebreaki ngPadadgealeiblrietajki fngr t he
capabi |l insyi desr endots ucfof i MciMunrtd ot or epseurpfpol rym mihsesi on.

Figure A-3.Healy

Source: Coast Guard photo accessed lattp://www.uscg.millistoryAvebcuttersHealy_CGC_1_300.jpgn
April 21, 2011.
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Li Pal methe podamd s eplesayreinhciepwls Goul d f or NSF by
American Shipping. It was compl etteedd m nc hlarS%7erand
from ECO. It is 230 feet | ong and has a displ ace
can embark a sc2&ntwifil asataeadpaoift 26fdmom 9 more in
break ice up to 1 foot t hi cPkalwnetrht cowoanst ibruudus tfoor
NSF operations in the Antarctic, particularly of

Penians ul
2PDOUODPED
Si lay($ ¢kO0A@ eae)k, which is used for scientific reseas
Marinette Marine of Marinetite, oMéaorabhgSlit @t er ed s

Coll ege of Fisheries andy @cead aSkiae nFaadé g batn ktsh ea sl
academic rtelsrecargchh tfiNee el @®@mmwmdnegt agphi c Laboratory

(UNOLSS)Kk.uilsi a2g6 1 f eet | ong and has a displacement
22 and can embar2lb arcia&ddiitsiten and students. The
thick at speeds of 2 knots. The chpable ctossadeh
ship.
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TabA-lesummari zes the above six shliafpd- Ilann oatdhdeirt i on
USregistered polar shi—pt hhet thiegdpébbraakiongsocapabti |
Ai vwaqs used by Royal ©Dat stmpfbdetelx pdiolr actonepnamynd d
effort (inforwc teindewldt . dhe echfipdmpvhédcend constructi on
is owned by ECO and chartesedi myr Rloyal oDut aWwi 15d €
|l aying anchors for drillppndinggso but Bspi bl so ec
Table A-1.Coast Guard and NSF Polar Ships
Coast Guard NSF
Laurence
Polar Star Polar Sea Healy Palmer M. Gould  Sikuliaq

Currently operational? Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Entered service 1976 1978 2000 1992 1997 2015

Length (feet) 399 399 420 308 230 261

Displacement (tons) 13200 13200 16000 6,500 3,780 3,665

Icebreaking capability 6 feet 6 feet 4.5 feet 3 feet 1 foot at 250r3

(ice thickness in feet) at continuous feetat 2

3 knots or other speed forward knots

motion

Icebreaking capability 21 feet 21 feet 8 feet n/a n/a n/a

using back and ram (ice

thickness in feet)

Operating temperature -60° Fahrenheit -60° -500 n/a n/a n/a

Fahrenheit Fahrenheit
Crew (when operational) 155 155 85 22 16 22
Additional scientific staff 32 32 35 27-37 26 to 28 26

Sources: Prepared by CRS using data from U.S. Coast Guard, National ReseaudcilCdlational Science
Foundation DHS Office of Inspector Generalnd (forPalméradditional online reference source¥a is not

available.

a. Includes 24 officers, 20 chief petty officers, 102 enlisted, andt8e aviation detachment.
b. Includes 19 offeers, 12 chief petty officers, and 54 enlisted.

c. In addition to 85 crew members 85 and 35 scientists, the ship can accommodate another 15 surge
personnel and 2 visitors.

d. Plus 9 more in a berthing van.

Congressional Research Service

25



Coast Guard Polar Security Cutter (Polar Icebreaker) Program

~ 7N\ ~ Ve

AppendixB. 11 gUPUI Ew- UOEIl UUwOIi w46 2
(EI EUI EOI UU

Thappendi x provides background information on r e
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DHS in June 2013 approved a Mission Need Stat eme
recapitali zatNiSomstmrtejsedth.e Tlod IMwi ng (emphasis a

This Mission Need Statement (MNS) establishes the need for polar icebreaker capabilities
provided by the Coast Guard, to ensure that it can meet current and future mission
requirements in the polar regions....

Current requirements and future projections based upon cutter demand modeling, as
detailed in the HLMAR [High Latitude Mission Analysis Report], indicte Coast

Guard will need to expand its icebreaking capacity, potentially requiring a fleet of up

to six icebreakers (3 heavy and 3 medium) to adequately meet mission demands in the
high latitudes.... The analysis took into account both the Coast Guard statutory mission
requirements and additional requirements for yeand presence in both polar regions
detadled in the Naval Operations Concept (NOC) 2010.... The analysis also evaluated
employing single and muitrewing concepts.... Strategic home porting analysis based
upon existing infrastructure and distance to operational areas provided the final input to
determine icebreaker capacity deméhd.

While the MNS can be viewed as an authoritative
numbers of U. S. pol ar icebreakers,qubtedn be not
passage fromet senMNMdACEi ia. bdpgwt)ernmicdlpuldies. t he t e
These ter ms, which are often overl ooked in disct
i cebreaker s, make the key sentence | ess ironcl ac
beéem the terms had not been included, and coul d
requirement might amount to something | ess than

i cebreakers.

I't can also be noedt eads pacdtig§e i hatnhéeé hab MNSE wa:
informed by the High Latitude Mission Analysis F
into account not only Coast Guard statutory miss
Defense (DOD) r erqouuinrde noermetdseorffdoer p yleamr r egi ons as d
2010 Naval Operations Concept (NDGCD.appéear sstopot
have subsequently droppeduntisp2eesencediuinr emenpolf

46 Department of Homeland Securifglar Icebreaking Recapitalization Project Mission Need Statement, Version 1.0
approved by DHS June 28, 2013, pp. 1, 2, 9, 10, 11, 12.
47 A September 25, 2017, GAO report on polar icebreakers states the following (emphasis added):

In December 2016, DOD reported to Congress that it had no specific defense requirement for
icebreaking capability because Navy Arctic requirements are met byseadsnd air assets which
can provide yearound presence.

-- DOD reported in April 2017 that its only potential defense requireméartthe Thule Air Force
Base resupply [mission] in Greenlaris met by the Canadian Coast Guard through a
Memorandum of Unerstanding with USCG.

-USCG’"s 2013 Pol ar |l cebreaker Mi ssion Needs Statement
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The use i n trhndp MNSH oif“dp IR o mMkei ned 'swideéeiciDIDon t o
drop its reguoumrdemrteso®mcegeiam the polar regions,
things held equal, as to whether requiged number
|l ess than three heavy and three medium pol ar i ce
have been other changes since the MNS was issuec
things hdlndk reldwsding @qui r e mearetask efresr. pldlearneitc a es ul
situation appears uncertain.

I n recent year s, Coast Guard officials have tenc
reqguirement for three heavy and three medium pol
201 6mmaswy of a request for information (RFI) tha
receive industry feedback on its notional pol ar
Coast Guar‘thetdhiesedhd8tat es Goaeset Hzuaavryd Phoasara ne
|l cebreakers and three Medium Polar I cebreakers v
lcebreaAkeeguirement for three heavy and three me
abbreviated as 3+3.

Short of a 3+3 requilsemant heCpast Guaard sofmeit ¢ ima
mi ni mum number of heavy polar icebreakers, the (
exampl e, at a NovemberEulr7o,p €2,0 1Bu, r ahseiaar,i nagn do eH noerreg

subcommi t WesgtHenmli stghobebce mmi ttee of the House Fore
Committ-¥ecethAemi ral tdlrearvVli e ©Nioanmaln,d a rstt ad fe dt he C
during the discussion“Cmarstti dGru aafd tnhee dise arti fd g atsh ¢
icebreakéderganpr assuredeacoesdi andys8hfthe pol .
Similtard yJume 14, 20Mlk6 ,Colaesdr iGua rkde fammrde Mar i t i me T
subcommittee of the House Transpdmi atloMiaheél |l nf
teti fi“edr t bammandant al s o -rteessctuief iceadp atbhdti twe froeae d
icebreaker and t Patl airtntHAttladwees h dwve exutstti mgr e now.
| easfsh,jmstjhle Hi gh Latitude palualy isaglsr ¢dokers hiea
Coast Guard's requiremene talkBogthhous kKobndhety
icebr®aker s.

A September 25, 2017, Government Accountability
states that

the Coast Guard has beemable to address all polar icebreaking requaste 2010. For
example, the Coast Guard reported fulfilling 78 percent (25 of 32) of U.S. government

needs as partly based on the 2010 Naval Operations CerAeegbcument that provides] joint
maritime security strategy implementation guidafar the Navy, Marine Corps, and USEG
which stated that U.S. naval forces had a demand forrgeiad polar icebreaking presence in the
Arctic and Antarctic.

-- In April 2017, DOD joint staff officials confirmed that DOD and Naval defense strategy had

bee updated and does not include icebreaking requirements. DOD officials in charge of operations
in the Pacific said that although they do not have a requirement for a heavy icebreaker, icebreakers
play a key role in aiding the icebreaking mission to McMurdo

(Government Accountability OfficeSoast Guard: Status of Polar Icebreaking Fleet Capability
and Recapitalization PIarGAO-17-698R, September 25, 2017, p. 20 (briefing slide 11).)

48 Summary of RFI, October 25, 2016, page 2, accessed November 10, 2@t Awww.uscg. mikcquisition/
icebreakepdf/AcquisitionStrategyRFI.pdf

49 Transcript of hearing.
50 Transcript of hearing.
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agency requests for polar icebreaking services during fiscal year 2010 through 2016. Coast
Guardofficid s ci ted various factors affecting the Coast
particularly the unavailability of its heavy polar icebreakérs.

A July 2018 GAO report stated that

the Coast Guard operates one medium icebreaker, the Healy, which kpe@eaend of
service life in 2029. Despite the requirement for three medium icebreakers, Coast Guard
officials said they are not currently assessing acquisition of the medium polar icebreakers
because they are focusing on the heavy icebreaker acqusitioplan to assess the costs
and benefits of acquiring medium polar icebreakers at a latePtime.

I n addition tha mbeeet adfrt MAKRs bBhave been conducted i
assess U.S. requirements forapoilmag acebmedadenizi
Coast 'sGuarldar i cebreaker fleet

N ~ ~ -
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I n di scussions of Uu. S. pol ar icebreakers, obsery
icebreaking fleets TOpbBreashewsbyn €bhet Goaandr B asme
icebreakers around the wosrolnde; itcheeb rfeiagkuerress diens itghne
in the .Baltic Sea

Observers sometlemeesncha gbhe ti wehetn tthhee dnnumber of U. S
t he much | ar ge number of Russian polar icebreatk
can be t’edAtbatcRoeasaIine is much |l onger thar

many pne)cnpal e | i'syeAriont iRus(sabrout roughly 2 million)
than 68, 000 a%anodf tJhualty mia,r i2t0i InYe) ,tsr aArscptoirct actoi aosnt ai
fo
f

critical r supporting numersouws thRwu s snitaemnr efsrtcst iicn
reghave di ffering requirements for polar icebr e:
t heot ar | nacetrievsittsi easn d

51 Government Accountability fiice, Coast Guard: Status of Polar Icebreaking Fleet Capability and Recapitalization
Plan, GAO-17-698R, September 25, 2017, pp32A similar statement appears on page 4.

52 Government Accountability OfficeCoast Guard Acquisitions[:] Actions Needed tdéess Longstanding Portfolio
Management Challenge€AO-18-454, July 2018, p. 13.

53 For additional discussion, see the Background secti@R& Report R4115& hanges in the Arctic: Background
and Issue$or Congresscoordinated by Ronald O'Rourke

Congressional Research Service 28



Coast Guard Polar Security Cutter (Polar Icebreaker) Program

Table B-1.Major Icebreakers of the Worl

d as of May 1, 2017
(Includes some icebreakers designed for Baltic use)

Total all In inventory, government owned or In inventory, privately owned and
types, in operated operated
inventory (+
under 45,000 or 20,000 to 10,000 to
construction 45,000 or 20,000 to 10,000 to more 44,999 19,999
+ planned) more BHP 44,999 BHP 19,999 BHP BHP BHP BHP
Russia 46 (+11+4) 6 (all nuclear 16 (1 nuclear 7 9 8
powered; 2 powered; 5
not designed for
operational) Baltic use)
Finland 10 7 (4 designed 1 2
for Baltic
use)
Canada 7 (+2 +5) 2 5
Sweden 7 (+0 +3) 4 (3 designed 3
for Baltic
use)
United States 5 (+0 +3) 2 (Polar Star 1 (Healy 1 (Aivig 1 (Palmer
andPolar
SeaPolar
Seanot
operational)
Denmark 4 4 (al4
designed for
Baltic use)
China 3 (+1 +0) 3
Estonia 2 2 (both
designed for
Baltic use)
Norway 1 (+1 +0) 1
Germany 1(+0+1) 1
Chile 1(+0 +1) 1
Australia 1(+0 +1) 1
Latvia 1 1 (designed
for Baltic use)
Japan 1 1
South Korea 1 1
South Africa 1 1
Argentina 1 1 (not
operational)
United 0 (+1 +0)
Kingdom

Source: Table prepared by CRS based 0Or5. Coast Guard chart showing data compiled by the Coast Guard as
of May 1, 2017, accessed September 14, 201fttat//www.dco.uscg.miortals8/DC0O%20Documents/
Office%200f%20Waterway20and%200cean%20Pol&/70501%20major%20icebreaker%20charupdf?
201706-08-091723907.

Notes: BHP = t he brake horsepower of the shipbs power
considered a heavy polar icebreaker, a ship with 20,000 to 44,999 BHP might be considered a medium polar
icebreaker, and a ship with 10,000 to 19,999 BHP might Insidered a light polar icebreaker or an icapable
polar ship.

pl ant .
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) UOa wl YA w- EUDPOEDHY, 1&4EED WODI1 Uw
A July 2017cqepsri tpieom tpohbda eab fr ebayk etrhse Nat i onal

Academbé Scienc,asde ®En@giNh& B M)ang was directed by C
Secti ohh@OadstofGuard Aut h ¢ iRz a/P4ilBR 24 Febr 2@ty
8, R20&6ncluded the following:
INTRODUCTION
The United States has strategic national interests in the polar regions. In the Arctic, the
nation must protect its citizens, natural resources, and economic interests; assure
sovaeignty, defense readiness, and maritime mobility; and engage in discovery and
research. In the Antarctic, the United States must maintain an active presence that includes
access to its research stations for the peaceful conduct of science and thetcability
participate in inspections as specified in the Al
was to advise the U.S. House of Representatives and the U.S. Senate on an assessment of
the costs incurred by the federal government in carrying out polar ik@lgeaissions
and on options that could minimize |ifecycle cost
and recommendations are presented below. Unless otherwise specified, all estimated costs
and prices for the future U.S. icebreakers are expressed in d0a&dsince that is the
year in which the contracts are scheduled to be made. Supporting material is found in the
appendices.
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Finding: The United States has insufficient assets to protect its interests, implement
U.S. policy, execute its laws, and meet its obligations in the Arctic and Antarctic
because it lacks adequate icebreaking capability.
For more than 30 years, studies have emphasized the need for U.S. icebreakers to maintain
presence, sovereignty, leadership, anseaech capacity-but the nation has failed to
respond....The strong warming and related environmental changes occurring in both the
Arctic and the Antarctic have made this failure more critical. In the Arctic, changing sea
ice conditions will create greataavigation hazards for much of the year, and expanding
human industrial and economic activity will magnify the need for national presence in the
region. In the Antarctic, sea ice trends have varied greatly from year to year, but the annual
requirements foaccess into McMurdo Station have not changed. The natioretpiipped
to protect its interests and maintain leadership in these regions and has fallen behind other
Arctic nations, which have mobilized to expand their access toaeered regions. The
United States now has the opportunity to move forward and acquire the capability to fulfill
these needs....
2. Recommendation: The United States Congress should fund the construction of four
polar icebreakers of common design that would be owned and opdeal by the United
States Coast Guard (USCG).
The current Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Mission Need Statement (DHS
2013) contemplates a combination of medi um and h

recommendation is for a single class of polar ieaker with heavy icebreaking capability.
Proceeding with a single class means that only one design will be needed, which will
provide cost savings. The committee has found that the fourth heavy icebreaker could be
built for a lower cost than the lead sliipa medium icebreaker class....

The DHS Mission Need Statement contemplated a tot

of two classes-three heavy and three medium icebreakers. Details appear in the High

Latitude Mission Analysis Report. The Mission@deStatement indicated that to fulfill its

statutory missions, USCG required three heavy and three medium icebreakers; each vessel

would have a single crew and would homeport i
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indicated that four heavy icebreakers wiket the statutory mission needs gap identified
by DHS for the lowest cost. Three of the ships would allow continuous presence in the
Arctic, and one would service the Antarctic.

As noted in the High Latitude Repoway, USCG' s emp
from home port (DAFHP) for a single crew. Three heavy icebreakers in the Arctic provide

555 DAFHP, sufficient for continuous presence. In addition, the medium icebreaker USCG

Cutter Healy's design servi ce requifeg USC&ns t hrough 2
could consider operating three ships with four crews, which would provide 740 DAFHP.

The use of multiple crews in the Arctic could require fewer ships while providing a

comparable number of DAFHP. For example, two ships (instead of the menmed

three) operating in the Arctic with multiple crews could provide a similar number of annual

operating days at a lower cost, but such an arrangement may not permit simultaneous

operations in both polar regions and may not provide adequate reduridaapability.

More important, an arrangement under which fewer boats are operated more often would

require more major maintenance during shorter time in port, often at increasing cost. In

addition, if further military presence is desired in the ArcticA@Scould consider ice

strengthening the ninth national security cutter.

One heavy icebreaker servicing the Antarctic provides for the McMurdo breakout and
international treaty verification. The availability of the vessel could be extended by
homeporting irthe Southern Hemisphere. If the single vessel dedicated to the Antarctic is
rendered inoperable, USCG could redirect an icebreaker from the Arctic, or it could rely
on support from other nations. The committee considers both options to be viable and
believes it difficult to justify a standby (fifth) vessel for the Antarctic mission when the
total acquisition and lifetimeperating costs of a single icebreaker are projected to exceed
$1.6 billion. Once the four nevcebreakers are operational, USCG can aeakly be
expected to plan for more distant titerizons. USCG could assess the performance of
the early ships once they are operational detérmine whether additional capacity is
needed.

USCG is the only agency of the U.S. government that is simuliahea militaryservice,

a law enforcement agency, a marine safety and rescue agency, and an environmental
protection agency. All of these roles are required in the mission need statement for a polar
icebreaker. USCG, in contrast to a civilian company,thasauthorities, mandates, and
competencies to conduct the missions contemplated for the polar icebreakers. Having one
agencywith a multimission capability performing the range of services needed would be
more efficientthan potentially duplicating effoby splitting polar icebreaker operations
among other agencies.

The requirement for national presence is best accomplished with a military vessel. In
additon USCG i s fully interoperable with the U.S. Nav

TreatyOrganizat on partner s. USCG is already mandated to
and polaiicebreakers. Continuing to focus this expertise in one agenegins the logical
approach....

Government ownership of new polar icebreakers would be less costly thae thidease

financing (see Appendix C). The government has a lower borrowing cost than any U.S.

based leasing firm or lessor. In addition, the lessor would use kigkeequity (on which

it would expect to make a profit) to cover a portion of the leasafn ci ng. The commi ttee’
analysis shows that direct purchase by the government would cost, at a minimum, 19

percent lesshan leasing on a net present value basis (after tax). There is also the risk of

the lessor goindpankrupt and compromising the availdp of the polar icebreaker to

USCG. For its analysis, the committee not only relied on its extensive experience with

leveraged lease financing but also reviewed available Government Accountability Office

reports and Office of Management and Budget rusamined commercial leasing
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economics and current interest rates, and validated its analysis by consulting an outside
expert on the issue....

Chartering (an operating lease) is not a viable option.... The availability of polar icebreakers
on the open méet is extremely limited. (The committee is aware of the sale of only one
heavy icebreaker since 2010.) U.S. experience with chartering a polar icebreaker for the
McMurdo resupply mission has been problematic on two prior charter attempts. Chartering
is workable only if the need is short term and mission specific. The committee notes that
chartering may preclude USCG from performing its multiple missions....

In the committee’s judgment, an enlarged icebreal
USCG to stengthen its icebreaking program and mission. Although the number of billets
that require an expert is small compared with the overall number of billets assigned to these
icebreakers, more people performing this mission will increase the pool of experienced
candidates. This will provide personnel assignment officers with a larger pool of candidates
when the more senior positions aboard icebreakers are designated, which will make
icebreaking more attractive as a career path and increase the overall leetreéking
expertise within USCG. Importantly, the commonality of design of the four recommended
heavy icebreakers will reduce operating and maintenance costs over the service life of these
vessels through efficiencies in supporting and crewing them. Blasasels of common
design will likely improve continuity of service, build icebreaking competency, improve
operational effectiveness, and be more -effitient....

3. Recommendation: USCG should follow an acquisition strategy that includes block
buy cortracting with a fixed price incentive fee contract and take other measures to
ensure best value for investment of public funds.

Icebreaker design and construction costs can be clearly defined, and a fixed price incentive
fee construction contract is the stoeliable mechanism for controlling costs for a program

of this complexity. This technique is widely used by the U.S. Navy. To help ensure best
long-term value, the criteria for evaluating shipyard proposals should incorporate explicitly
defined lifecycé cost metrics....

A block buy authority for this program will need to contain specific language for economic
order quantity purchases for materials, advanced design, and construction activities. A
block buy contracting programwith economic order quantitpurchases enables series
construction, motivates competitive bidding, and allows for volume purchase and for the
timely acquisition of material with long lead times. It would enable continuous production,
give the program the maximum benefit from theméag curve, and thus reduce labor hours

on subsequent vessels.

The acquisition strategy would incorporate (a) technology transfer from icebreaker

designers and builders with recent experience, including international expertise in design,

construction, aneéquipment manufacture; (b) a design that maximizes use of commercial

off-the-shelf (COTS) equipment, applies Polar Codes and international standards, and only

applies military specifications (MHSPEC) to the armament, aviation, communications,

and navigdton equi pment ; (c) reduction of any “buy Ame
sourcing of the most

suitable and reliable machinery available on the market; and (d) a program schedule that
allows for completion of design and planning before the start of cmtistn. These
strategies will allow for optimization of design, reduce construction costs, and enhance
reliability and maintainability....

4. Finding: In developing its independent concept designs and cost estimates, the
committee determined that the cost estimated by USCG for the heavy icebreaker are
reasonable. However, the committee believes that the costs of medium icebreakers
identified in the High Latitude Mission Analysis Report are significantly
underestimated.
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The committee estimates the rouglderof-magnitude (ROM) cost of the first heavy

icebreaker to be $983 million. (See Appendix D, Tablé.pOf these alin costs, 75 to 80

percent are shipyard design and construction costs; the remaining 20 to 25 percent cover
governmerincurred costs sth as governmesftirnished equipment and government

incurred program expenses. If advantage is taken of learning and quantity discounts

available through the recommended block buy contracting acquisition strategy, the average

cost per heavy icebreaker igpgoximately $791 million, on the basis of the acquisition of

four ships. The committee’s anal ysi s of the shi
components (staekp length) suggests an overall length of 132 meters (433 feet) and a

beam of 27 meters (89 fgeThis is consistent with USCG concepts for the vessel.

Costs <can be significantly reduced by foll owing
Reduction of MIL-SPEC requirements can lower costs by up to $100 million per ship with

no loss of missioncapability.... The other recommended acquisition, design, and

construction strategies will control possible cost overruns and provide significant savings

in overall life-cycle costs for the program.

Although USCG has not yet developed the operational mempeints document for a
medium polar icebreaker, the committee was able to apply the known principal
characteristics dhe USCG Cutter Healy to estimate the scope of work and cost of a similar
medium icebreakeiThe committee estimates that a fiedtclass medium icebreaker will
cost approximately $78nillion. The fourth ship of the heavy icebreaker series is
estimated to cost $692 milliomesigning a mediuralass polar icebreaker in a second
shipyard would incur the estimatedgineering, design, andgpining costs of $126 million

and would forgo learning from the firiiree ships; the learning curve would be restarted
with the first medium design. Costs of builditige fourth heavy icebreaker would be less
than the costs of designing and building astfof-class medium icebreaker . In
developing its ROM cost estimate, t@mmittee agreed on a common notional design and
basic assumptions. Two committee members then independently developed cost
estimating modelswhich were validated internally byther committee members. These
analyses were then usedetstablishthecomi t t ee’ s pri mary cost esti mate.

5. Finding: Operating costs of new polar icebreakers are expected to be lower than
those ofthe vessels they replace.

The committee expects thpearating costs for the new heavy polar icebreakers to be lower
thant hose of USCG's Pol ar Star. Whil e USCG’'s previ
costs of newcutters are significantly higher than those of the vessels they replace, the
committee does ndielieve this historical experience applies in this case. There is good
reason to believe thaperating costs for new ships using commercially available modern
technology will be lowethan costs for existing ships.The more efficient hull forms and
modernengines will reduce fuel consumption, and a wesigned automation plant will
require fewer operation and maintenance personnel, which will allow manning to be
reduced or freed up for alternative tasks. The use of COTS technology and the
minimization of MIL-SPEC, as recommended, will also reduce {@rgn maintenance
costs, since use of customized equipment to meetSREC requirements can reduce
reliability and increase costs. A new vessel, especially over the first 10 years, typically has
significantly reduced major repair and overhaul costs, particularly duringaici periods,
compared with existing icebreakersuch as the Polar Stathat are near or at the end of
their service life.... The Polar Star has many-agated issues that require @ be
extensively repaired at an annual -gdigcking. These issues will be avoided in the early
years of a new ship. However, the committee recognizes that new ship operating costs can
be higher than those of older ships if the new ship has more complexffotd more
capabilities. Therefore, any direct comparisons of operating costs of newer versus older
ships would need to take into account the benefits of the additional capabilities provided
by the newer ship.
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USCG will have an opportunity to evaluaketmanning levels of the icebreaker in light of
the benefits of modern technology to identify reductions that can be made in operating
costs....

6. Recommendation: USCG should ensure that the common polar icebreaker design
is scienceready and that one ofthe ships has full science capability.

Al | four proposed shi psr ewnoduyl,d bwehideehs-iwginleld baes nfosrcei
effective when one of the four shipsnost likely the fourth—is made fully science

capable. Including science readiness in the compolar icebreaker design is the most

costef fective way of fulfilling both the USCG s pol
research polar icebreaker needs.... The incremental costs of a geietigelesign for each

of the four ships ($10 milliorot$20 million per ship) and of full science capability for one

of the ships at the initial build (an additional $20 million to $30 million) are less than the

independent design and build cost of a dedicated research medium icebreaker.... In

briefings at is first meeting, the committee learned that the National Science Foundation

and other agencies do not have budgets to suppetinidlheavy icebreaker access or the

incremental cost of design, even though their science programs may require this gapabilit

Given the small incremental cost, the committee believes that the science capability cited

above should be included in the acquisition costs.

Scienceready design includes critical elements that cannot be retrofittegifestively

into an existing sip and that should be incorporated in the initial design and build. Among
these elements are structural supports, appropriate interior and exterior spaces, flexible
accommodation spaces that can embark up to 50 science personnel, a hull design that
accommaates multiple transducers and minimizes bubble sweep while optimizing
icebreaking capability, machinery arrangements and noise dampening to mitigate
interference with sonar transducers, and weight and stability latitudes to allow installation
of scientific equipment. Such a design will enable any of the ships to be retrofitted for full
science capability in the future, if necessary....

Within the time frame of the recommended build sequence, the United States will require
a sciencecapable polar icebreakty replace the science capabilities of the Healy upon her
retirement. To fulfill this need, one of the heavy polar icebreakers would be procured at the
initial build with full science capability; the ability to fulfill other USCG missions would

be retaind. The ship would be outfitted with oceanographic overboarding equipment and
instrumentation and facilities comparable with those of modern oceanographic research
vessels. Some basic scientific capability, such as hydrographic mapping sonar, should be
acqured at the time of the build of each ship so that environmental data that are essential
in fulfiling USCG polar missions can be collected.

7. Finding: The nation is at risk of losing its heavy polar icebreaking capability
experiencing a critical capacitygapd as the Polar Star approaches the end of its
extended service life, currently estimated at 3 to 7 years.

The Polar Star, built in 1976, is well past itsy3far design life. Its reliability will continue

to decline, and its maintenance costs will caundi to escalate. Although the ship went

through an extensive lifextending refit in 20142 0 1 2 , the Pol ar Star’s usef
estimated to end between 2020 and 2024. As USCG has recognized, the evaluation of

alternative arrangements to secure polar eaking capacity is important, given the

growing risks of the Polar Star losing its capability to fulfill its mission....

8. Recommendation: USCG should keep the Polar Star operational by implementing
an enhanced maintenance program (EMP) until at least twaew polar icebreakers
are commissioned.

Even if the committee’s notional schedul e f
polar icebreaker would not be ready until J
could be designed with planneéind targeted-upgrades that allow the Polar Star to
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operate every year for its Antarctic mission. The necessary repairs could be performed in
conjunction with t heockind scpedute within exiseng annugle ar 'y dr vy
expenditures, estimated to average $8ioni In particular, the EMP would require

i mprovements i n t he ship’'s operating systems, S
propulsions y st e ms , and controllable pitch propellers.
EMP coul d be accompl iagelamndal repairt eRpenditurdsSe thé s av e

Polar Star, which currently range between $2 million and $9 mitfion.
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July 2011l priolvead@@asgr &eard st'vsmdiys oinondheaobast
pabiliti eisn fioiag otpedeat ( id.mee. ,s tpuodlyar )c asermbehsL.y Kk n o\
gh Latituded8tedyJuly 2010 on its cover. The |
Il owi ng:

[The study] concludes that future capdbiland capacity gaps will significantly impact

four [Coast Guard] mission areas in the Arctic: Defense Readiness, Ice Operations, Marine
Environmental Protection, and Ports, Waterways, and Coastal Security. These mission
areas address the protection oportant national interests in a geographic area where other
nations are actively pursuing their own national goals....

The common and dominant contributor to these significant mission impacts is the gap in
polar icebreaking capability. The increasingobsslc ence of t he Coast Guard’s
fleet will further exacerbate mission performance gaps in the coming years....

The gap in polar icebreaking capacity has resulted in a lacksafaatime for crews and

senior personnel and a corresponding gap imitrgq and leadership. In addition to
providing multimission capability and intrinsic mobility, a helicoptapable surface unit

would eliminate the need for acquiring an expensive shased infrastructure that may

only be needed on a seasonal or ocredibasis. The most capable surface unit would be

a polar icebreaker. Polar icebreakers can transit safely in a variety of ice conditions and
have the endurance to operate far from |l ogistics |
have conducted a widange of planned and unscheduled Coast Guard missions in the past.
Polar icebreakers possess the ability to carry large numbers of passengers, cargo, boats,
and helicopters. Polar icebreakers also have substantial command, control, and
communications capdlities. The flexibility and mobility of polar icebreakers would assist

the Coast Guard in closing future mission performance gaps effectively....

Existing capability and capacity gaps are expected to significantly impact future Coast

Guard performance itwo Antarctic mission areas: Defense Readiness and Ice Operations.

Future gaps may involve an inability to carry out probable and easily projected mission

requirements, such as the McMurdo resupply, or readiness to respondpcettistable

events. Byleir nature, contingencies requiring the use of military capabilities often occur

quickly. As is the case in the Arctic, the deteri
is the primary driver for this significant mission impact. This will furthedevi mission

performance gaps in the coming years. The recently issued Naval Operations Concept 2010

requires a surface presence in both the Arctic and Antarctic. This further exacerbates the

capability gap left by the deterioration of the icebreaker fleet.

54 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and MediBiivgsion on Earth and Life Studies and Transportation
ResearchBoarlAc qui si ti on and Operation of P o |, better Repostbmthe a k e r s : Ful
cover letter dated July 11, 2017, pp2@.
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The significant deterioration of the Coast Guard icebreaker fleet and the emerging mission
demands to meet future functional requirements in the high latitude regions dictate that the
Coast Guard acquire material solutions to close the capability. gaps.

To meet the Coast Guard mission functional requirement, the Coast Guard icebreaking
fleet must be capable of supporting the following missions:

1 Arctic North Patrol. Continuous multimission icebreaker presence in the Arctic.
1 Arctic West Science Spiing and summer science support in the Arctic.

1 Antarctic, McMurdo Station resupply. Planned deployment for bredék, supply
ship escort, and science support. This mission, conducted in the Antarctic summer,
also requires standby icebreaker support fokbpadn the event the primary vessel
cannot complete the mission.

1 Thule Air Base Resupply and Polar Region Freedom of Navigation Transits.

Provide vessel escort operations i n support 0 f
Operation Pacer Goose; then complety Freedom of Navigation exercises in the
region.

In addition, the joint Naval Operations Concept establishes the following mission
requirements:

1 Assured access and assertion of U.S. policy in the Polar Regiofifie current
demand for this mission regabs continuous icebreaker presence in both Polar
Regions.

Considering these missions, the analysis yields the following findings:

1 The Coast Guard requires three heavy and three medium icebreakers to fulfill
its statutory missions.These icebreakers areaessary to (1) satisfy Arctic winter
and transition season demands and (2) provide sufficient capacity to also execute
summer missions. Singlerewed icebreakers have sufficient capacity for all current
and expected statutory missions. Multiple crewingvjates no advantage because the
number of icebreakers required is driven by winter and shoulder season requirements.
Future use of multiple or augmented crews could provide additional capacity needed
to absorb mission growth.

1 The Coast Guard requires sixheavy and four medium icebreakers to fulfill its
statutory missions and maintain the continuous presence requirements of the
Naval Operations Concept.Consistent with current practice, these icebreakers are
singlecrewed and homeported in Seattle Waslingt

1 Applying crewing and home porting alternatives reduces the overall requirement
to four heavy and two medium icebreakers.This assessment of nowmaterial
solutions shows that the reduced number of icebreakers can be achieved by having all
vessels opeta with multiple crews and two of the heavy icebreakers homeporting in
the Southern Hemisphere.

Leasing was also considered as a nonmaterial solution. While there is no dispute that the

Coast Guard’'s polar i cebr eakedecisibriteasdquirei s i n need o
this capability through purchase of new vessels, reconstruction of existing ships, or

commercial lease of suitable vessels must be resolved to provide the best value to the

taxpayer. The mulimission nature of the Coast Guard mapwvle opportunities to

conduct some subset of its missions with non govermowned vessels. However,

serious consideration must be given to the fact that the inherently governmental missions

of the Coast Guard must be performed using governmened andperated vessels. An

interpretation of the national policy is needed to determine the resource level that best

supports the nation’s interests.
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The existing icebreaker capacity, two inoperative heavy icebreakers and an operational
medium icebreaker, @s not represent a viable capability to the federal government. The
time needed to augment this capability is on the order of 10 years. At that point, around
2020, the heavy icebreaking capability bridging strategy expires.

At a July 27,U.50112%,comeariicng ndrerests in the Arct |
At mosphere, Fi sheries, and Coast Guard subcommi:t
Transportation Committee, the following exchange

SENATOR OLYMPIA J. SNOWE: On the high latitude spudio you agree with-and
those—I would like to also hear from you, Admiral Titley, as well, on these requirements
in terms of Coast Guard vessels as | understand it, they want te-hguess, it was a
three medium ice breakers. Am in correct in saying?tidree medium ice breakers.

ADMIRAL ROBERT PAPP, COMMANDANT OF THE COAST GUARD: | agree with

the mission analysis and as you look at the requirements for the things that we might do up

ther e, if it is in the naturementfrthree hemvye st |, it
ice breakers and three medium ice breakers and then if you want a persistent presence up

there, it would require-and also doing things such as breaking out (inaudible) and other
responsibilities, then it would take up to a maximsisnheavy and four medium.

SNOWE: Right. Do you agree with that?

PAPP: I f we were to be charged with carrying
Those are the numbers that you would need to do it.

SNOWE: Admiral Titley, how would you respond feet high latitude study and has the
Navy conducted its own assessment of its capability?

REAR ADMIRAL DAVID TITLEY, OCEANORGRAPHER AND NAVIGATOR OF

THE NAVY: Ma’' am, we are in the process right

capabilities based assessmduait will be out in the summer of this year.

We are getting ready to finish thathe Coast Guard has been a key component of the
Navy's task force on climate change, l'iteral
Operations set this up, that morning, wel lae Coast Guard invited as a member of our

executive steering committee.

So we have been working very closely with the Coast Guard, with the Department of
Homeland Security, and | think Admiral Papgaid it best as far as the specific comments
on the hidp latitude study but we have been working very closely with the Coast &uard.
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The Coast Guard does not have the necessary budgetary control over its [polar] icebreakers,
nor does it have a sufficient number of icebreakers to accomplish its missions in the Polar
Regions. Currently, the Coast Guard has only one operational [pcédmieaker [i.e.,

Healy], making it necessary for the United States to contract with foreign nations to
perform scientific, logistical, and supply activities. Without the necessary budgetary
control and a sufficient number of icebreaking assets, the Cagsti ®vill not have the
capability to perform all of its missions, will lose critical icebreaking expertise, and may

55 United States Coast Guard High Latitude Region Mission Analysis Capstone Suduha®p10, pp. 113, 15.
56 Source: Transcript of hearing.
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be beholden to foreign nations to perform its statutory missions. The Coast Guard should
improve its strategic approach to ensure that st the longterm icebreaker capabilities
needed to support Coast Guard missions and other national interests in the Arctic and
Antarctic regions’

Regarding current polar icebreaking csapaabeisl i ti es
t he fnal:l owi
The Coast Guard’'s icebreaking refletablees are unlik
below] outlines the missions that Coast Guard is unable to meet in the Arctic with its
current icebreaking resources.

Arctic Missions Not Being Met
RequestingAgency Missions Not Being Met

United States Coast Guard —TFisheries enforcement in Beriisga
to prevent foreign fishing in U.S.
waters and overfishing

—Capability to conduct searend
rescue in Beaufort Sea foruise line
and natural resour@xploration ships

—Future missions not anifated to
be met: 2010 ArctidVinter Science
Deployment

NASA Winter access to the Arctic to conduct
oceanography and study Arctic
currents and how they relate to
regional ice cover, climate, and

biology
NOAA and NSF Winter research
Department of Defense Assured access to idmpacted waters

through a persistent icebreaker
presence in the Arctic and Antaréfic

The rempdratt esl ¢sde foll owi ng:

Should the Coast Guard not obtain funding for new icebreakemsagr service life

extensions for its existing icebreakers with sufficient {eaek, the United States will have

no heavy icebreaking capability beyond 2020 and no polar icebreaking capability of any

kind by 2029. Without the continued use of icebregkdrs United States will lose its

ability to maintain a presence in the Polar Regio
ice operations will continue to diminish, and missions will continue to go utfmet.

57 Department of Homeland Security, Office opector Generall he Coast Guarddés Polar Il cebreal
Upgrade, and Acquisition Progragm®1G-11-31, January 2011, p. 1 (Executive Summary). Report accessed September
21, 2011, abttps://www.oig.dhs.goassetWigmt/OIG_1131_Janll.pdf

58 Department of Homeland Security, Office of Inspector Gengrdlbe Coast Guarddés Polar Il cebreal
Upgrade, and Aquisition ProgramOIG-11-31, January 2011, 9.
59 Department of Homeland Security, Office of Inspector Gengrdlbe Coast Guarddés Polar Il cebreal

Upgrade, and Acquisition Progragn®1G-11-31, January 2011, AO.
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Regarding cu
f

rent polfaor i g eltrfastaikd mny sksai poanbsi,| itthiee
states the I

r
ol Il owi ng:

The Coast Guard needs additional icebreakers to accomplish its missions in the Antarctic.

The Coast Guard has performed the McMurdo Station resupply in Antarctica for decades,

but with increasing difficulty in recendutyyears. The
icebreakergi.e., Polar StarandPolar Sed are at the end of their service lives, and have

become less reliable and increasingly costly to keep in setvice

In recent years, the CstaGuard has found that ice conditions in the Antarctic have become
more challenging for the resupply of McMurdo Station. The extreme ice conditions have
necessitated the use of foreign vessels to perform the McMurdoibreak

As ice conditions continu® change around the Antarctic, two icebreakers are needed for
the McMurdo breakn and resupply mission. Typically, one icebreaker performs the-break

in and the other remains on standby. Should the first ship become stuck in the ice or should
the ice beoo thick for one icebreaker to complete the mission, the Coast Guard deploys
the ship on standby. Since the Polar Sea and Polar Star are not currently in service, the
Coast Guard has no icebreakers capable of performing this migEientable below]
outlines the missions that will not be met without operational hely icebreakers.

Arctic Missions Not Being Met
Requesting Agency Missions Not Being Met

NSF Missions not anticipated to be met: 262011
Operation Deep FreezeMcMurdo Station
Resupply

Department of State Additional inspections of foreign facilities in
Antarctica to enforce the Antarctic Treaty and
ensure facilities® envir

The trsepcoorntcl usi on and recommendations were as fo

Conclusion

With an aging fleet othree icebreakers, one operational and two beyond their intended 30
year service life, the Coast Guard is at a critical crossroads in its Polar Icebreaker
Maintenance, Upgrade, and Acquisition Program. It must clarify its mission requirements,
and if the carent mission requirements remain, the Coast Guard must determine the best
method for meeting these requirements in the short and long term.

Recommendations

We recommend that the Assistant Commandant for Marine Safety, Security, and
Stewardship:

Recommendaion #1: Request budgetary authority for the operation, maintenance, and
upgrade of its icebreakers.

Recommendation #21n coordination with the Department of Homeland Security, request
clarification from Congress to determine whether Arctic missions dhmiperformed by
Coast Guard assets or contracted vessels.

60 Department of Homeland Security, Office of Inspector Gengrdlbe Coast Guarddés Polar Il cebreal
Upgrade, and Acquisition Program®1G-11-31, January 2011p10-11.
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Recommendation #31n coordination with the Department of Homeland Security, request
clarification from Congress to determine whether Antarctic missions should be performed
by Coast Guard assets@antracted vessels.

Recommendation #4:Conduct the necessary analysis to determine whether the Coast
Guard should replace or perform serviife extensions on its two existing heagyty
icebreaking ships.

Recommendation #5:Request appropriations nesasy to meet mission requirements in
the Arctic and Antarctié!

The report states that

The Coast Guard concurred with all five of the recommendations and is initiating corrective
actions. We consider the recommendations open and unresolved. The Geadt
provided information on some of its ongoing projects that will address the program needs
identified in the report?

| YuYw4 628w UEUDEwll Ul EUET w" O00OPUUDOOW:

A May 2010 report from the U.S. Arctic Research
for Arctic r2e0skQaatcend ftolre 2f0®DI9I owi ng:

To have an effective Arctic research program, the United States must invest in human

capital, research platforms, and infrastructure, including new polar class icebreakers, and

sustained sea, air,rnd, spae, and social observing systemslhe Commission urges the

President and Congress to commit to®%replacing the

| YYAw- EUDPOOEOw1l Ul EUET w" OUOCEPOwW1l xOUU
A2007 National Res e alPohlacCeoturnecakl e r(SNRCn a e@hoangi ng
Assessment ,msfseds®d Noeéeds and uture n&eds for Ci

f
The study was required by report | anguage accomg
(H. R. /P436-323®Bhe study was completed in 2006 and

61 Department of Homeland Security, Office of Inspector Gen&ha,Coast@ ar dés Pol ar I cebreaker Mai
Upgrade, and Acquisition Progran®1G-11-31, January 2011, p21
62 Department of Homeland Security, Office of Inspector Gengralbe Coast Guarddés Polar Il cebreal

Upgrade, and Acquisition Progran®1G-11-31, January 2011, p31

63.S. Arctic Research CommissidReport on Goals and Olgjsves for Arctic Research 20€910, May 2010p. 4.
Accessed online December 5, 2011ht#ps://storage.googleapis.cargticgovstaticpublicationsgoals/
usarc_goals_200%0.pdf

64 National Research CouncRplar Icebreakers in a Changing World, An Assessment of U.S. N&adkington,
2007, 122 pp.

65H.R. 4567P.L. 108334 0of October 18, 2004. The related Senate bill #a8537 The Senate report & 2537
(S.Rept. 1082800f June 17, 2004tated the following:

The Committee expects the Commandant to enter into an arrangement with the National Academy
of Sciences to conduct a comprehensive study of the role of Coast Guard icebreakers in supporting
United States operatioms the Antarctic and the Arctic. The study should include different

scenarios for continuing those operations including service life extension or replacement of existing
Coast Guard icebreakers and alternative methods that do not use Coast Guard isefiteake

study should also address changes in the roles and missions of Coast Guard icebreakers in support
of future marine operations in the Arctic that may develop due to environmental change, including
the amount and kind of icebreaking support that beyequired in the future to support marine
operations in the Northern Sea Route and the Northwest Passage; the suitability of the Polar Class
icebreakers for these new roles; and appropriate changes in existing laws governing Coast Guard
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sources refer to the Tdhteu d yedea st thtehmedc addrddddomisNiRICn § egrod
recommendati ons:

Based on the current and future needs for icebreaking capabilities, the [study] committee

concludes that the nation continues to require a polar icebreaking fleet that includes a

minimum oft hr e e mul timi ssion ships [1'i ke the Coast
icebreakers] and one singteission [research] ship [like Palmer]. The committee finds that

although the demand for icebreaking capability is predicted to increase, a fleet of three

multimission and one singlmi ssi on i cebreakers can meet the na
icebreaking needs through the application of the latest technology, creative crewing

models, wise management of ice conditions, and more efficient use of the icebreaker fleet

ard other assets. The nation should immediately begin to program, design, and construct

two new polar icebreakers to replace the POLAR STAR and POLAR SEA.

Building only one new polar icebreaker is insufficient for several reasons. First, a single
ship cannobe in more than one location at a time. No matter how technologically advanced
or efficiently operated, a single polar icebreaker can operate in the polar regions for only a
portion of any year. An icebreaker requires regular maintenance and technpeat fugm
shipyards and industrial facilities, must reprovision regularly, and has to effect periodic
crew changeouts. A single icebreaker, therefore, could not meet any reasonable standard
of active and influential presence and reliableyéitaccess thoughout the polar regions.

A second consideration is the potential risk of failure in the harsh conditions of polar
operations. Despite their intrinsic robustness, damage and system failure are always a risk
and the U.S. fleet must have enough depth ¢wide backup assistance. Having only a
single icebreaker would necessarily require the ship to accept a more conservative
operating profile, avoiding more challenging ice conditions because reliable assistance
would not be available. A second capable ieaker, either operating elsewhere or in
homeport, would provide ensured backup assistance and allow for more robust operations
by the other ship.

From a strategic, longe¢erm perspective, two new Polar class icebreakers will far better
position the natioffior the increasing challenges emerging in both polar regions. A second
new ship would allow the U.S. Coast Guard to reestablish an active patrol presence in U.S.
waters north of Alaska to meet statutory responsibilities that will inevitably derive from
increased human activity, economic development, and environmental change. It would
allow response to emergencies such as seardiescue cases, pollution incidents, and
assistance to ships threatened with grounding or damage by ice. Moreover, a second new
ship will leverage the possibilities for simultaneous operations in widely disparate
geographic areas (e.g., concurrent operations in the Arctic and Antarctic), provide more
flexibility for conducting Antarctic logistics (as either the primary or the seagnship

for the McMurdo brealn), allow safer multipleship operations in the most demanding

ice conditions, and increase opportunities for international expeditions. Finallyfeontip
decision to build two new polar icebreakers will allow econoniieshe design and
construction process and provide a predictable cost reduction for the second ship

The [study] committee finds that both operations and maintenance of the polar icebreaker
fleet have been underfunded for many years, and the capahufitiee natiots icebreaking

icebreaking opetans and the potential for new operating regimes. The study should be submitted
to the Committee no later than September 30, 2005.

The conference report dhR. 4567(H.Rept. 108774 of October 9, 20043tated the following:

As discussed in the Senate report and the Coast Guard authorization bill for fiscal year 2005, the
conferees require the Nati@mnAcademy of Sciences to study the role of Coast Guard icebreakers.

The earlier House report ¢hR. 4567(H.Rept. 108541 0f June 15, 2004) contained language directing a similar
report from the Coast Guard rather than the National Academies. (See the passage in the House report under the header
“lcebreaking. ”)
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fleet have diminished substantially. Deferred kiegn maintenance and failure to execute

a plan for replacement or refurbishment of the natidnebreaking ships have placed
national interests in the polar regions at riBke nation needs the capability to operate in
both polar regions reliably and at will. Specifically, the committee recommends the
following:

1 The United States should continue to project an active and influential presence in the
Arctic to support its intests. This requires U.S. government polar icebreaking
capability to ensure yeaound access throughout the region.

1 The United States should continue to project an active and influential presence in the
Antarctic to support its interests. The natishould reliably control sufficient
icebreaking capability to break a channel into and ensure the maritime resupply of
McMurdo Station.

1 The United States should maintain leadership in polar research. This requires
icebreaking capability to provide accésghe deep Arctic and the io®vered waters
of the Antarctic.

1 National interests in the polar regions require that the United States immediately
program, budget, design, and construct two new polar icebreakers to be operated by
the U.S. Coast Guard.

1 To provide continuity of U.S. icebreaking capabilities, the POLAR SEA should remain
mission capable and the POLAR STAR should remain available for reactivation until
the new polar icebreakers enter service.

1 The U.S. Coast Guard should be provided sufitioperations and maintenance
budget to support an increased, regular, and influential presence in the Arctic. Other
agencies should reimburse incremental costs associated with directed mission tasking.

1 Polar icebreakers are essential instruments of bla8onal policy in the changing
polar regions. To ensure adequate national icebreaking capability into the future, a
Presidential Decision Directive should be issued to clearly align agency
responsibilities and budgetary authoritfés.

The Coast e@uamd 2dOBernt dlalty hguplp&€r teport, and that

Guatdé working closely with interagency partners
pol ar policy that identifies broadclti 8. tihat e we $
ensure adequate maritime presence to further t he
u. S. nati onal interests in these regions shoul

Guard] capability &nhe r@ocautrxteataed ud FemfeimltIsawi ng
those broad U.S. interests and priorities are i
icebreaking fleet should B% maintained in an ope

66 National Research CouncRplar Icebreakers in a Changing World, An Assessment of U.S. Né&dhington,
2007, pp. 2.

67 Coast Guard point paper provided to CRS on February 12, 2008, and dated with the same date, providing answers to
guestions from CRS concerning polar icebreakedernization.
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AppendixC. / 2" WO WO EDOI

Thi s appemtds xa dodrietsi on al backgr ouPmSIC ipnrfoogrrnmaamt i on o
2U00EUVawlOi wruUOoE®RDI WHELHIIWRHEODUUDOOU
TabC-Ekshows requested andP®C op rdarg rdahmef WCwdisrnt g Guaarr dt

budget s@ibmimesicoand PECi pmniomftahnh eEXad0OnL ssi on t hr ouc
FY2@ ubmi ssi on.

Table C-1.Funding for Acquisition of New Polar Icebreaker Under FY2013  -FY2020
Budget Submissions

(millions of theryear dollars)

FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY 5-year

Budget 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 total
FY13 8 120 380 270 82 860
FY14 2 8 100 20 100 230
FY15 6 4 100 20 100 230
FY16 4 10 2 100 50 166
FY17 150 O 50 150 430 780
FY18 19 50 150 430 300 949
FY19 750 125 385 345 200 1,805
FY20 35 nla nla nla n/a n/a

Source: Table prepared by CRS based on Co@stard FY2013-Y2@0 budget submissions.

Notes: For each line in the table, the first figure shown (e.g., $8 million in the case of the FY2013 budget) is the
amount of funding that was requested for that fiscal yAatual funding figures for FY20EX 20D are different.

The reductionvegpapr dogndmmgdf dDr a new p-ol ar i cebr
FY2016 budget suThambiCsappe@ar shownhawe bealn rel atec
reduction in the annual 'sAaquii,nigl®drneavterlusc tiino nt,h ea nQc
| mpr ove@&mlcsc untt hose budget s ubanbiCsesi Pmi ahatoi s
the release ofs tSheetldmiieri slt,r @v0aledn t @ sddritdaisende ¢ t ,
annual fundiAlCkdbtevahs wepreteheot increased from tt
budget s u thnei bsrseiveaknedr.d b e, essentially, an unfunde
at an April 28, 2015, hearing on Coast Guard r es
At mosphere, Fi sheri es, and Coast Guard subcommi't

Tr antsaptoiron Committee, Ada&ormana nRlawmlt DU k urhfet ,Cotalsd
testified that

by reactivatingPolar Star, we have purchased up to 10 years of decision space to
recapitalize our icéreaking fleet. Two of those years have expired. And white
exploring several options to reconstitute our natidfeet of icebreakers, | will need
topline relief[i.e., an increasejn my acquisition budget to make this requirement a
reality 5°

8 Prior to FY2019, the PC&I account was called the Acquisition, Construction, and Improvements (AC&I) account.
69 Source: Transcript of hearing.
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Table C-2.Funding in Procurement, Construction, and Improvements (  PC&l)
Account in FY2013 -FY2020 Budgets

(millions of dollars, rounded to nearest tenth)

Budget  FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 Avg.

FY13 1,217.3 1,4295 1,6199 1,643.8 1,722.0 1,526.5
FY14 951.1 1,195.7 901.0 1,024.8 1,030.3 1,020.6
FY15 1,084.2 1,103.0 1,1289 1,180.4 1,228.7 1,145.0
FY16 1,017.3 1,125.3 1,255.7 1,201.0 1,294.6 1,178.8
FY17 1,136.8 1,259.6 1,339.9 1,560.5 1,840.8 1,427.5
FY18 1,203.7 1,360.9 1,602.7 1,810.6 1,687.5 1,533.1
FY19 1,886.8 1,473.0 1,679.8 1,555.5 1,698.5 1,658.8
FY20 1,234.7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Source: Table prepared by CRS based on Co@siard FY2013-Y2@®0 budget submissionBrior to FY2019,
the PC&I account was called the Acquisition, Construction, and Improvements (AC&l) account.

For additional discussion Rrfodturee mesrmstue ©dn gthreu d t
| mprovemritcc oUMppeneée BeDow are some additional
the budget submissions since the FY2013 submissi

%81 Yht w2UEOPUUDOO

ThAedmi ni ssEk¥adblluodngab mi ssi on i nitihaed edde sai gne wa npdr 0j e
construction of a new polar icebreaker, and incl
acquisitiombGH—eheugmoept (ahough to fully fund th
new polar icebreaker. (Any remaining needed func
perhaps also FY2019, -ywhairc hwiwedroew boefy arhde tFhYye2 Of1li3v eb
submission.) ThehastubDiiSs sainotni csitpaatteedd awar ding a c
shiwg t hin the "hiexe. fibveg F¥2A058) an‘dvitdkinng del i v

dec'a(die. e., by 2023) .

%81 YKwWw2UEOPUUDOO

The Admisi FtYyr@&tlidomudget e ubymvaersifonn diemdgs cfeadr tah ne
icebreaker fTab®B3a0 Md% Ilrieochuqti on from the figure
submi-sbsuitonatedl t eat DHS anticipated awarding a ¢c
“Within the"fexe. folly F¥20§8) .

70U.S. Department of Homeland Securiéynnual Performace Report, Fiscal Years 202013 p. CGAC&I-40
(PDF page 1,777 of 3,134).

71 Department of Homeland Security, United States Coast GEiahl Year 2014 Congressional Justificatign CG
AC&I-32 (PDF page 204 of 403).
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%81 Yk w2 UEOPUUDOO

The Admisi FtYyr@&tliSomudget s ubymiasrs ifounn dmmanign tfacirn ead nfei
icebreaker @ab®B30 bmitl Idii@dn not state when a cons:
mi ght be awarded, creating urficertainty about t he

%8 Iy w2 UEOPUUDOO

The Admisi FtYyr®&tlibomudget submission, submitted 1t
reducegaeafri faanding for a new pol dab@Beanr eaker fu
81% reduction from the figuaediagahe &iYQ0n&t bsda

construction contract for the ship might be awar
of the® project

On pSee mber 1, 2015, the White House issued a fac
by President Obama indicating that the Administr
point over the past two yeagbr delfer rted Ry X,i th
this had been ’tThhaen gneedw!ltyo aFnYn200u2n0c.ed constructi on
a tywoar acceleration from the pr eviyoeuasrl yd eufneprurbal li
from the FY2018 @818 iampl| F&¥@0ild tbuelgEY submissi
states t t the “Bdmi ni pt aani og Wikl cahs®ructi on
beyond t one that the Obama Administration prc

a
e

On Januartyhd3Co29tl6Guarilnaemoedcead hdlad an i ndus

PSC pr,ogrodblyo weodn e mebeettiwniegesn t he @oaspeGuawvd and

shipbuil ders ,anadasthtae t Godsotg g@uanargd marf lbet t hesear cl

h
h

72 Department of Homeland Securitynited States Coast Gualiscal Year 25, Congressional Justificatipp. CG
AC&I-42 (PDF page 196 of 474).

73 Department of Homeland Securitynited States Coast Guaiiscal Year 2016 Congressional Justificatign CG
AC&I-36 (PDF page 202 of 518).

“The White Ho uPRresidenObRneadhnouBdesNew Investments to Enhance Safety and Security in the

Changing Arctic ” September 1, 2015, ratpsehewsvsvieitdhouSeegpiitepresboffice/ 2, 2015, at
20150901 fact-sheetpresidertobamaannouncesiewinvestmentenhancesafetyand Regarding icebreakers, the

fact sheet states the following:

Accelerating the acquisition of new ©ast Guard icebreakers After World War Il, the United

States Coast Guard had seven icebreakers in itsffeat under the U.S. Navy and three under the
U.S. Coast Guard. Today, the United States technically has three icebreakers in-allfi@etier

the command of the U.S. Coast Guard. However, when age and reliability are taken into account,
the fleet is down to the equivalent of two fully functional icebreakers and only one-tiegvy
icebreaker. Russia, on the other hand, has forty icebreakersathdragieven planned or under
construction.

The growth of human activity in the Arctic region will require highly engaged stewardship to
maintain the open seas necessary for global commerce and scientific research, allow for search and
rescue activities,rad provide for regional peace and stability. Accordingly, meeting these

challenges requires the United States to develop and maintain capacity foyyehaccess to

greater expanses within polar regions.

That is why the Administration will propose tocaterate acquisition of a replacement heavy
icebreaker to 2020 from 2022, begin planning for construction of additional icebreakers, and call on
Congress to work with the Administration to provide sufficient resources to fund these critical
investments. Tése heavy icebreakers will ensure that the United States can meet our national
interests, protect and manage our natural resources, and strengthen our international, state, local,
and tribal relationships.
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prog?Tahne. i ndustry day was hel-dmoe Maechnyd8, b20 we
t he Coast Guard and industr y31lo,f fwictihalisn dwesrter ys cfhee
be submitted to the €oast Guard by April 5, 201¢

%81 YA wW2UEOPUUDOO
The Coast pGoupoded FY28&150u dgpérioicouergeuneesntdar faundi ng

new pol ar. iThebrfeaglere of $150 million included $
|l ine of t Hse Acoguwits iQuiaond, Coreattrsu qtAiCa&l,) arcd olumgr, o
milliwa tmhedded in the personnel affBhenanagement
Coast 'sGUarrFkdYy2D 2 1y efairveCapi t al l nvesameaot aPl ah $T8E
mi |l | powmcium e mefnar faiarmde vngedlr eakE®abC-BAlse sHDWA i n

million requestddaef dr rBEY2 @iad owur ¢ merndegmieenshtddodi g

(not jestegproor a future fiscal year) for a new

%81 YhWw2 UEOPUUDOO

The Coast pGwupomded FY2018 budpgpebcuegmefadreiau i dl B n
new polar icebreaker and i nchlywedeas péradibfddalF of $
FY2022. The Coast Guard states that

This request supports activities to complete and release a Request for Proposal (RFP) for
Detail Design and Construction in FY 2018. Specifically, this funding supports program
wide activities including open watand ice tank model testing; review of Industry Studies
contract deliverables; Integrated Program Office (IPO) and Ship Design Team (SDT)
support; logistics and integration development for government furnished information and
equipment; and additional modw® efforts to inform the evaluation and source selection
process for the Detail Design & Construction RFP....

mi
9 /

Currently, the Program is maturing the system specification, developing the RFP for Detail
Design & Construction, and completing required docuat@n to transition to the
“Obt ai nplanped farealy FY 2018. In July 2016, the Coast Guard established an
Integrated Program Office with the Navy to continue efforts to accelerate the construction
timeline and leverage the expertise and besttipes from shipbuilding programs in both
services. Based on this collaboration and lessons learned by the Navy, the Program was
able to significantly mature the acquisition approach with the incorporation of Industry
Studies to identify solutions to miniee cost, schedule, production and technology risks.
Industry Studies are focusing on leveraging industry perspectives, existing vessel designs,
and use of mature technology to inform the iterative development of the Heavy Polar
Icebreaker system specifica o n . Future “Obtain” phase activiti e
contract for Detail Design & Construction for the heavy polar icebredker.

75“USCG Polar Class Icebreaker Replacement Praggram acces s e d J httpa/mwwiboydihdexz9 16, at
opportunity&modeformé&id=a778c49349¢c443d2658666e19cc100&da&core&tabmodetist& =.

% Heavy Polar I cebreaker I ndustry Enrhtpa/gvevnscomil/ Acti vities, ”
ACQUISITION/icebreakethdustry_Day 031816.asp

7" Department of Homeland Securitynited States Coast Guaiiscal Year 2017 Congressional Justificatiqp.
CG-AC&I-28 and CGAC&I-47 (PDF pages 170 and 189 of 407).

78 Department oHomeland Security, U.S. Coast GuaFiscal Year 2018 Congressional Justificatiamdated but
released May 2017, pAC&I-50and AC&I-51.

Congressional Research Service 46



Coast Guard Polar Security Cutter (Polar Icebreaker) Program

%81 YUNwWw2UEOPUUDOO

The Coast pGopomded FY20175m dddgetn rienq wpeasotcaud ednme n t

the PS@Gapdogdea Itwdeal of $1, 8% ami Ipleir® o do werr2 0tlh e

FY2®PRhe requ@e®itl | i on for wase & SlCatpag oghamge t o t he
budget that is notFYROHMUEidretdi fiinc £toiacn dGauauwmdent s

pri nted prior to the change. In those earlier do
19 shows as $30 million rather than $750 mil
he C®aB€C&IGuacdount was coeg®stpltomgli tnlge oyf $720
86.8 miTdhCaan shown in

%81 Yl Yw2UEOPUUDOO

The Coast pGowupomded FY2020 budget requests $35 mil
PSC program, which i s efsougyR20t2d0 cgoowaarr ntnteen t P $C opgr
management costs.
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This appendi x presents addiottihen Llo agits Gwsagidon of
Procure@emstructi onpPC&hd ldiogoanements (
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YI UYDI P

The Coast Guard hasPCt&d s taicfcioaaditt ladtialf luireame tg oo tf $ Fa. b2
bil |l i ort paeprp ryoexairmat e average annual funding | eve
FY2015, and FY2016 buddgeatC-2uwbonil sds inmoankse, ias dsihfdwnc
fund various Coast Guard acquisition projects, i
i mprovements to Coast Guard shore |iOtahdmei ons.
Pat r ol QRuQatterasn (eventual ®Irfateaof ORO @est syeracughl
million, procuringPCG&ccORGs pér apeoat A dnllion

year would | eave about $200 thRE€&flounn dteod $400 mi | |
progr ams.

SinceC@ad4?, Guamave Elidaen ags more regul arly what tF
infregeamyégrsn that exebutviamrg otutse aCaaistsi Gu aornd p
and on a ti mely BQG&hicsc onwonutl dt or ebgeu ifruendtende i n comi n
about $2 billion per year. Statements from Coast
someti mes put this figure as high as about $2.5

AUPOT wr BAWHOGEDOT w+1 YPEUwWE QUWE@&YH OV U] w
%UOOEDOT w+l1 Yl OU

In assessing future funding | evels for executi ve
or predict that the figure in coming years wil/l
years. Whi leen tthed sofmearhaldytci cal and planning valu
Guard, which goes through periods with | ess acqgl
more acquisition of major platforms, thbes appr oc
forPC&lkccount .

More i mportant, in relsatitan etgouada idmrt@aicrhi nogg Qoonvger

including the preservation and use of congressic
assumes or predilcesveltdhawi flutmweeemulinagdi magst fundin

artificially narrow view of congressional optior
Congress of agency in the exercise of its consti
themposition of federal spending.

/| EU0w" OE

UUw&UEUEwW2U0EUI ObpUOED EOWYIWLIT @
At an Octob 4
M t

er , 20171s reaejacgr ngc @wi gihtei cCro aprt o gGrualr
Guard and ar i i me Transport aotritoant isounb caonndmiltntferea sc
Committee, the following exchange occurred:

" Prior to FY2019, the PC&I account was called the Acquisition, Construction, and Improvements (AC&I) account.

80 For more on the OPC program, €8RS Report R4256Coast Guard Cutter Procurement: Background and Issues
for Congressby Ronald O'Rourke
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REPRESENATIVE FRANK LOBIONDO:

Can you give us your take on what percentage of value must be invested each year to
maintain current levels of effort and to allow the Coast Guard iy @drry out its
missions?

ADMIRAL ROBERT J. PAPP, COMMANDANT OF THE COAST GUARD:

| think I can, Mr. Chairman. Actually, in discussions and looking at our budgat d | * | |
give you rough numbers here, what we do now is we have to live within the constraints
that we’'ve been averaging about $1.4 billion in a

I f you |l ook at our complete portfolio, the things
shore infrastructure that needs to be taken care of, when you look at renovatingtherr

icebreakers and other ships and aircraft that we
that it would really take close to about $2.5 billion a year, if we were to do all the things

that we would like to do to sustain our capital plant.

So | 'Im ewmsany other head of any other agency here

given a top line and we have to make choices and tradeoffs and basically, my tradeoffs boil

down to sustaining frontline operatheons bal ancin

Coast Guard and there’s where the b¥%eak is and wh
An April 18, s2@it2d bhegfeht owi ng:

If the Coast Guard capital expenditure budget remains unchanged at less than $1.5 billion
annually in the comingears, it will result in a service in possession of only 70 percent of
the assets it possesses today, said Coast Guard Rear Adm. Mark Butt.

Butt, who spoke April 17 [2012] at [a] panel [discussion] during the Navy League Sea Air
Space conference in Natididarbor, Md., echoed Coast Guard Commandant Robert Papp
in stating that the service really needs around $2.5 billion annually for procur&ment.

At a May 9, 2012, heapiogosadth¥2CbashudGgatr dbef o
Security soubctohnemiStetneagt e Appropriati ofilvyeCommi ttee
gone on record saying that | think the Coast Gue
procur emegntt of wredftaopy tdaol ipzreope™ recapitalizati on.

At a Mag, 1healDhg o tpheopOsaedt FPRDrldd budget bef

Security Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriatioc
foll owing regarding the difference between havir
$1.5 billi oRCg&dercoyenar: in the

81 Source: Transcript of hearing.

82David Pererayd“ The SGierdesdneldmdSactrity.compril 18, 2012, accessed July 20,
2012, atttp://www.fiercehomelandsecurity.costérycoastguardshrinking201204-18.

83 Source: transcript of hearing. Papp may have been referrnegntarkshe madeo the press before giving his annual

state of the Coast Guard speech on February 23, ROWBjchreportedly stated that the Coast Guard would require

about $2 billon per year iprocurement fundingp fully replace its current asse(SeeAd am Benson, “Coast Gua
Cut backs Wi |l | N@reichtBulldtin Febriary 230 2082, atcessed May 31, 2012, at
http://www.norwichbulletin.com#113849214 X oastGuardcutbackswill -cost1-000jobs See al so “ Coast Guar
Leader Cal | s MilitaryFedlicomd-ebidry 24,2012, accessed May 31, 2@12,

http://militaryfeed.condoastguardleadercallsfor-moreships5/;, Associ ated Press, “Coast Guard
for New S h iThelsog.comMarch 10, 2012, accessed May 31, 2Gitaitp://www.thelog.conBNW/Article/Coast
GuardCommandanCallsfor-New-Shps-to-ReplaceAging-Fleet Mi ckey McCarter, “Congress Poi

Guard More Money ThanHSedgyusVay 16, @012, accessedMay3Q, (B2, ”
http://www.hstoday.u$bdcusedtopicstustomsimmigrationsingle-article-pagetongresspoisedto-give-coastguard
moremoneythanrequestedor-fy-2013.html) Seea| so “ I nt er vi ew, Adm. Robert Papp, us
C o mma n dafanse, NewdNovember 11, 2013: 30.
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Well, Madam Chairman, $500 milliera half a billion dollars-is real money for the
Coast Guard. So, clearly, we had $1.5 billion in the [FY]13 budget. It doesn't get everything
I would like, but it—it gave us a gad start, and it sustained a number of projects that are
very important to us.

When we go down to the $1 billion level this year, it gets my highest priorities in there, but
we have to either terminate or reduce to minimum order quantities for all theootfexts
that we have going.

If we're going to stay with our program of record, things that have been documented that
we need for our service, we're going to have to just stretch everything out to the right. And
when we do that, you cannot order in eaoimorder quantities. It defers the purchase.
Ship builders, aircraft companieghey have to figure in their costs, and it inevitably raises
the cost when you're ordering them in smaller quantities and pushing it off to the right.

Plus, it almost createsdeath spiral for the Coast Guard because we are forced to sustain
older assets-older ships and older aircrafiwhich ultimately cost us more money, so it
eats into our operating funds, as well, as we try to sustain these older things.

So, we'll do the bestre can within the budget. And the president and the secretary have
addressed my highest priorities, and we'll just continue to go erdhen annual basis
seeing what we can wedge into the budget to keep the other project§going.

At a Mar charliz2ng 2dmn 4t, lséh pC waxp0ts e@u aFrYR 015 budget bef
Homel and Security subcommittee of thetkdoesle Appr
the following:

Wel l, that’'s what we've been-yearpplanythgegdi@l ng wi t h, as
investment plan, is showing how we are able to do that. And it will be a challenge,

particularly if it sticks at around $1 billion [per year]. As I've said publicly, and actually, |

said we could probabhsl've stated publicly before that we could prblyaconstruct

comfortably at about 1.5 billion [dollars] a year. But if we were to take care of all the Coast

Guard’'s projects that are out there, including sh
care of the Yemen [sic: inland] waters is approagtiO years of age, as well, but | have

no replacement plan in sight for them because we simply can't afford it. Plus, we need at

some point to build a polar icebreaker. Darn tough to do all that stuff when you're pushing

down closer to 1 billion [dollarper year], instead of 2 billion [dollars per year].

As | said, we could fit most of that in at about the 1.5 billion [dollars per year] level, but
the projections don't call for that. So we are scrubbing the numbers as best®we can.

At a Mar charidng 2dmr 5t lséh pC waxp0ts e@u aFrYR 016 budget bef
Homel and Security subcommittee of the House Appr
Zukunft, Asdnsucade sPsagprp as Co mmasntdaatnetd otfh et hfeo | Q ooawsitr

I look back to betteyears in our acquisition budget when we haeba acquisition budget

of—of $1.5 billion. That allows me to move these programs along at a much more rapid

pace and, the quicker | can build these atraté production, the less cost it is in the long

runaswe |l | . But there’'s an urgent need for me to be
timely and also in an affordable manner. But to at least have a reliable and a predictable

acquisition budget would make our work in the Coast Guard much easier. But when w

see variances efof 30, 40% over a period of three or four years, and not knowing what

the Budget Control Act may have in store for us going on, yes, we are treading water now

84 Transcript of hearing. The remarks were made in response to a question from Sen. Mary Landrieu.
85 Transcript of hearing.
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but any further reductions, and now |-arham beyond asking for help. We aeking on
waters®

An April 1Bep20thet aAn@admpiansgi s added)

[Then]Coast Guard Commandant Adm. Paul Zukunft on Wednesday [April 12] said that
for the Coast Guard to sustain its recapitalization plans and operations the seedsea

$2 billion annual acquisition budget that grows modestly overtime to keep pace with
inflation.

The Coast Guard needs a “predictabl e, reliabl e
need 5 percent annual growth to our operations and maintenandd)O&account s, ”
Zukunft told reporters at a Defense Writers Group breakfast. Inflation will clip 2 to 3

percent from that, but “at 5 percent or so it put
so you can execute, so ®%ou can build the force,"”

In an interview publZiuskhuendi ¢o rs @i edm@h dasgi 20d dded)

We cannot be more relevant than we are now. But what we need is predictable funding.

We have been in over 16 continuing resolutions since 2010. | need stable andbtepeata

funding. An acquisition budget with a floor of $2 billion. Our operating expenses as |

said, they’'ve been funded below the Budget Contro
5 percent annualized growth over the next five years and beyond tgretaittg some of

this capability back.

But more importantly, we [need] more predictable, more reliable funding so we can execute
what we need to do to carry out ®8the business of t

86 Transcript of hearing. The remks were made in response to a question from Rep.Qultrerson.

87Cal vi n BZukusfewakte$ Billioh Baseline Acquisition Budget; Sustained Growth In O&M Funding
Defense DailyApril 13, 2017: 1.

887§ | | htervienr Adm. Pdul Zukunfbemands Coast GuaRespect Defense Newslune 1, 2017.

Congressional Research Service 51



Coast Guard Polar Security Cutter (Polar Icebreaker) Program

AppendixE. & Ul EJw+ EOI Uw( EI EUI EOI UU

This appenailxr ipafovdidsecsussisoGrefaitt hak®asastceBGuande

The Coa'st cGuamrdadt Great Lakes icebreaker fl eet C
T one heavy—Maccekbi(neshw3Bor) , feoo24 G hi p di spl acing 3,
tons;

T si xfbobBdgl aseakeealygr t ugs di splacing 662 tons e

T t wo f2028bt nicdearss seagoing buoy tenders displaci
each that have a |®ght icebreaking capabilit

v

Al t hMagkiimaweferred to as &ehiemgvtyhii sseilbmestandgrea ¢ it
used in the context—MdadckGrmmaavimnut bk bargeebardkhag r

icebreaking capability t hdavmactkhiveoaeldi dj hrt oto,t hfead we\he Iy
gualify as a heavy polar icebreaker, as it is mt
than a heavy®polar icebreaker.

Coast Guard officials have stated that they do r
icehkers as -aear mrgequi siewron need. I n support of
capabilities of the current Great Makkisndw ebr ealk
(which entered service in 2dd0r6e ,o rb etehaek ciacgd t 11 g s e x
that is designed to a®dnd5Cypadwa Goneahelakesrvic
icebreaking capabilities. A 2016 Coast Guard rep

mi ssi @danhetfaokl owi ng:

The current mi of heavy and medium [Great Lakes] icebreakers is capable of managing
priorities and requests for icebreaking in Tier 1 and 2 waterways. When a severe ice season
stresses Coast Guard asset capabilities, the existing agreement and partnership with Canada
fills the capability gap and brings in extra hedsgbreakng resources to manage the ice....

[T]he 2014 and 2015 ice seasons were-g&4r anomaly, consuming almost twice as many
cutter resource hours as in any other year since 2005.

8This appendi x i s ada pGrealakbslogbreakéns eo ns eddafieRSTestmonyi t | e d
TE10030,Icebreaker Acquisition and ¢hNeed for a National Maritime Stratedyy Ronald O'Rourke

VSource: U. S .Nint@ 6east Guar® Districtdnits”™ accessed November 19, 2018, at
https://www.atlanticarea.uscg.mil/Atlantirea/Units/District9/Ninth-District-Units/. A total of 10 cutters are

assigned to the Ninth District, which is responsible forGheat Lakes, the Saint Lawrence Seaveay parts of the

surrounding state3he tenth cutter assigned to the Ninth District is afb@@ inland buoy tender whose primary

missions do not include icebreaking.

9% At continuous speeds of 3 knokdackinawcan break ice up to 32 inches thick, the-td@ icebreaking tugs can
break i@ up to 22 inches thick, and the 2t seagoing buoy tenders can break ice up to 14 inches thick.

2As discussed earlier in this r ep o+theopetatiogaPolanStasand Guar d’ s t w
the nonoperationdPolar Sea are 399 et long and displace about 13,200 tons eRotar Starcan break ice up to six

feet (72 inches) thick at a continuous speed of 3 knots. The Coast Guard stditleckirawis equivalent to the

Canadian Coast Guard stBamuel Risleya Great Lakebomeprted icebreaker and buoy tender that Canada

classifies as a light icebreaker in a comparison conducted across its entire icebreaking fleet, including its Arctic

icebreakers.|.S. Coast Guard;reat Lakes Icebreaking Mission Analysis, Fiscal Year 201®RepCongress

August 30, 2016p. 5.)

BFor more on this service | ifla-Seevica\essa SustainmenvRrdgran see U. S. Co.
accessed November 19, 2018htps://www.dcms.uscg.mil/Oudrganization/Assistantommandanfor-
AcquisitionsCG-9/Progams/Surfacd’rograms/IrServiceVesselSustainmenProgram/
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The Coast Guard caatreliably predict the economic impact of maintaining a single heavy
Great Lakes icebreaker. Additionally, given the extreme conditions when ice coverage
exceeds 90 percent, it is not clear that shipping delays would be significantly mitigated by
an incrase in icebreaking capability. Delays can be associated with several factors such as
slow transit speeds, availability of pilots, and simultaneous and competing demand signals
for icebreaking services across the Great L&kes.

The Coa'st pGsawtidtchrstraontdi ng, some Members of Congr
expressed interest in the psosGriebitl iLtayk ecsf ibcoelbsrteear
by procuring a second icebreakerMadkihnazwpabilit:i
Inéeer in this option was-2r0eli4n fagdclesd) 1bdyh it chhe fwe antt ve
particularly high | evel s®Tohfe iccoemntiotvteerea gree poonr tt hlea
reqguiringuohedaltoast Guard repofttho¥Congeesgsti :
Anot her examBRl0e difrsatndkeecltd Binondo Coast Guard Aut ho
(S. /R.410.-2 8AAf5 December wih,i tZhCels& at eewi ng:

SEC. 820. Great Lakes icebreaker acquisition.

(a) Icebreaking on the Great Laked-or fiscal years 2018 and 2019, the Commandant of

the Coast Guard may use funds made abiilpursuant to section 4902 of title 14, United
States Code, as amended by this Act, for the construction of an icebreaker that is at least
as capable as the Coast Guard Cutter Mackinaw to enhance icebreaking capacity on the
Great Lakes.

(b) Acquisition pan—Not later than 45 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Commandant shall submit a plan to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate and the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of

94 U.S. Coast Guardzreat Lakes Icebreaking Mission Analysis, Fiscal Year 2016 Report to Congyuessst 30,
2016 p. 11. The report was required 8yRept. 114680 f June 18, 2015, the Senate Appropr
report onS. 1619 the Department of Homeland Security Appropriations, BlIL6 (see page 75).

9 Although interest in procuring a second heavy Great Lakes icebreaker was reinforced by high levels of ice coverage
in the winters of 2012014 and 2012015, interest in Congress in procuring such a ship dates back further than 2013
See, for exampley.R. 17470f the 111" Congress, thG&reat Lakes Icebreaker Replacement, Adtich was introduced

on March 26, 2009, reported by tBemmittee on Transportatiand Infrastructuren April 21, 2009 id.Rept. 111

81), and agreed to by the House by voice vote on April 27, 2009. A similaBblll)24 was introduced in the Senate

on May 12, 2009.

9% S.Rept. 11468 stated the following:
GREAT LAKES ICEBREAKING CAPACITY

The Coast Guarib required by law to maintain a heavy icebreaking capability on the Great Lakes

to assist in keeping channels and harbors open to navigation in response to the reasonable demands
of commerce to meet the winter shipping needs of industry. The Commitieecisrned that the

Coast Guard does not possess adequate capacity to meet its statutorily required icebreaking mission
on the Great Lakes, with negative consequences to the regional and national economy as well as to
the safety of local communities. Whieh e Commi tt ee fully supports the Coast
Life Extension Project for its nineessel 14&oot icebreaking tugs as part of theJervice Vessel
Sustainment Program, it notes that additional assets may be necessary to successfully dperate in t
heavy ice conditions often experienced by the Great Lakes. The Committee directs the Coast Guard
to undertake an updated mission analysis study to determine the assets necessary to effectively
carry out its icebreaking requirements on the Great Lakelsiding consideration of a second

heavy icebreaker for the Great Lakes, consistent with the capabilities of the Mackinaw. The

updated mission analysis should factor in recent historically high levels of ice coverage and the
economic costs of reduced Gréeakes shipping associated with maintaining only one heavy

icebreaker. The updated mission analysis shall be submitted to the Committee not later than 180
days after the date of enactment of this act. (Page 75)
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the House of Represatives for acquiring an icebreaker described in subsections (a) and
(b). Such plan shall include

(1) the details and schedule of the acquisition activities to be completed; and

(2) a description of how the funding for Coast Guard acquisition, constyuciad
improvements that was appropriated under the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2017
(Public Law 11531) will be allocated to support the acquisition activities referred to in
paragraph (1y7

An examination ofMgaoglicundeeneNaticosalss $iocence Foun
capabl e r®islkwnlrioegusbicpanographic research ships |
OPCs suggesMasc kti-hknhazw d hewvy Great Lakes icebreake
mi ght have atndecstigomn anadstcomst ween $175 million a
its exact capabilities a%hTdh e hdee saicggnu i pstsrttciommrnt sa fr att

97n addition, Section 819 &. 140P.L. 115282 states the following:
SEC. 819. Acquisition plan for inland waterway and river tenders andlasy icebreakers.

(a) Acquisition plan—Not later than 270 days after the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Commandant of the Coast Guard shall submit to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate and the Committee on poatagion and Infrastructure of the House

of Representatives a plan to replace or extend the life of the Coast Guard fleet of inland waterway
and river tenders, and the Belass icebreakers.

(b) Contents—The plan under subsection (a) shall include
(1) an analysis of the work required to extend the life of vessels described in subsection (a);

(2) recommendations for which, if any, such vessels it is cost effective to undertakdife ship
extension or enhanced maintenance program;

(3) an analysis of thaids to navigation program to determine if advances in navigation technology
may reduce the needs for physical aids to navigation;

(4) recommendations for changes to physical aids to navigation and the distribution of such aids
that reduce the need for thequisition of vessels to replace the vessels described in subsection (a);

(5) a schedule for the acquisition of vessels to replace the vessels described in subsection (a),
including the date on which the first vessel will be delivered;

(6) the date suchcquisition will be complete;

(7) a description of the order and location of replacement vessels;

(8) an estimate of the cost per vessel and of the total cost of the acquisition program of record; and
(9) an analysis of whether existing vessels can be used

98 Source: CRS analysis of cost per weightNtackinaw(adjusted for inflation)Sikuliag new NOAA oceanographic
research ships now being procured, and OPCs.

Some press reports in 2015 and 2016 cited a cost of about $200 million for a new heavy keeatebaeaker. (See,
for exampl e, Tewndcdb rSepaaknegrl efro,r “tAFaNroBCertairt DdiraitlEreesPressl t -’
August Frozer£d@minbree: Great LakéBusinessedleed aNew Icebreaker Pittsburgh PostGazette
August 17,2015T o d d S p @alfl fgrl Aectic |cebreaker€ould Hurt Great Lakes Detroit Free PressSeptember
1, 2015; Bo b GitharizesNewlceltenkegfor &reat LalkkesTimes Herald (Port Huron, MJ)February
3, 2 Daské-grceCalls Anew forMore Great LakekcebreakersSecond Po&SizedLock, Professional Mariner
February 17, 2016 [the article states that it presentexi®f a news release from the Greakés Maritime Task
Force].) An opinion column in 2016 cited a figure of $240 millio  ( J o h n IshVintereGmeath.gkeShipping
Necessary?Sandusky Registeffebruary 18, 2016.)

The Great Lakes Mariti me Task waofoundedin 1892 indaledoa®@hiozcat i on t hat
promote waterborne commerce and relatetlistries on the GreatLakes ( see Great Lakes Maritime T
“About Us,” acces s etp/MNowginthdrggaboyi2stiites inZt ahr@ual repott for 2017 that a

second heavy Great Lakes iceb a ks@nojected to cost $240 million"2017 Annual Report of Great Lakes
Maritime Task ForcePDF page 3 of 6, accessed November 26, 2018tpat/www.glmtf.orgivp-
content/uploads/2018/05/208hnuatReport.pdf ) The same figure is cited t h
2016. The organization’s annual report for 2015 cited a fi
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mi ght beMaedHisoewiigh or the design of esdme ot her

be used as the parent design. Depending on the ¢
selected to build the ship, the construction tir
|l ess than that of a new heavy polar icebreaker
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Ronald O'Rourke
Specialist in Naval Affairs
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